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PREFACE 


TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


THE present edition is but little different from the first in the 
results arrived at, and in the statement of the principles on 
which those results mainly rest, but, in the details and construc- 
tion of many of the notes, it will be found to involve changes 
both of diction and arrangement. 

These changes have been found to be wholly unavoidable. 
The first edition was not only written with a scanty supply 
of books, and with a very limited knowledge of the contents 
of the Ancient Versions, but was constructed on principles 
which, though since found to be sound and trustworthy, 
do not appear in some cases to have been applied with suffi- 
cient ease and simplicity, or to have received a sufficiently 
extended range of application.. -It¢is useless to disguise the 
fact, that what at first professed “to be only purely critical 
and purely grammatical, has: by degrées become also exege- 
tical ; and has so far intruded into what is dogmatical, as to 
give systematic references to the leading treatises upon the 
points or subjects under discussion. The extremely kind 
reception that the different portions of this series have met 
with, has led in two ways to these gradual alterations. On 
the one hand, the not unnatural desire to make each portion 
more worthy of the approval that had been extended towards 
its predecessor, has been silently carrying me onward into 
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widening fields of labour: on the other hand, the friendly criti- 
cisms that I have received from time to time, have led me to 
retrench what has seemed unedifying, to dwell with somewhat 
less technicality of language on the peculiarities of grammar 
and construction, and yet at the same time to enter more fully 
upon all that has seemed to bring out the connexion of thought 
and sequence of argument. 

The later portions of my work have been based on these 
somewhat remodelled principles, and—if I may trust the 
opinions of, perhaps, too partial and friendly judges—so far 
successfully, that I shall apparently be wise to keep them as 
the sort of standard to which, if God mercifully grant me life 
and strength, former portions of the series (wherever they may 
seem to need it) may be brought up, and future portions 
conformed. 

The present edition, then, is an effort to make my earliest 
and decidedly most incomplete work as much as possible re- 
semble those which apparently have some greater measures of 
maturity and completeness. It has involved, and I do not 
seek to disguise it, very great labour—labour, perhaps, not 
very much less than writing a new commentary. For though 
the notes remain substantially what they were before, and 
though I have found no reason to retract former opinions, 
except in about four or five debateable and contested passages,! 
I have still found that the interpolation of new matter, and 
the introduction of exegetical comments have obliged me in 
many cases to alter the arrangement of the whole note, and 
occasionally even to face the weary and irksome task of total 
re-writing and reconstruction. I rejoice, however, now at 


1 These changes of opinion will be found noticed in their different places. 
I belteve the only passages are chap. ii. 6, rpocavdBevro ; iii. 4, éwdOere ; iii. 19 
(in part), iv. 17, éxxdetoac; vi. 17 (slightly), Baordiw. 
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length to feel that the reader of the later portions of this series 
will find no very appreciable difference when he turns back to 
this edition of the first portion. He will now no longer be 
without those invaluable guides, the Ancient Versions; he will, 
I trust, find but few links missing in the continuous illustra- 
tion of the arrangement, scarcely any omission of a comment 
on important differences of reading, and on points of doctrinal 
difficulty no serious want of references to the best treatises 
and sermons of our great English divines. At the same time 
he will find the mode of interpretation and tenor of gramma- 
tical discussions precisely the same. Though the details may 
be often differently grouped, the principles are left wholly 
unchanged: and this, not from any undue predilection for 
former opinions, but simply from having found by somewhat 
severe testing and trial that they do appear to be sound and 
consistent. 

For a notice of details it will be now sufficient to refer to the 
prefaces to earlier portions of this series, more especially to those 
prefixed to the third, fourth, and fifth volumes, in which the 
different component elements of the nutes above alluded to 
will be found noticed and illustrated at some length. This 
only may be added, that particular care has been taken to 
adjust the various references, especially to such authorities of 
frequent occurrence as Winer’'s Grammar of the New Testa- 
ment, to the paging of the latest edition. Where from inability 


1T have also retained the references to the translation of Neander’s Planting, 
as published by Mr. Bohn; and of Miiller’s Doctrine of Stn, as published by 
Messrs. Clark ; simply because the presence of these volumes in two justly 
popular series, makes it probable that many readers may have these works, 
who have not, and perhaps may not be in the habit of consulting, the originals. 
The translation of the latter of these works has, I believe, been somewhat 
severely criticized. I fear I am unable to defend it; but as the allusions 
to Miller in my notes relate more to general principles than: to individual 
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to obtain access to the last edition of works previously quoted, 
this has not been done, the reader will commonly find some 
allusion to the continued use of the authority in its earlier 
form.! 

I may also remark, that in deference to the wishes of some 
of my critics I have prefixed to the Epistle a few sentences of 
Introduction, giving a summary account of the results of 
recent historical criticism. This portion of sacred Literature 
has been so fully treated both by Dr. Davidson and Dean 
Alford, and has further received so much valuable illustra- 
tion from the excellent Life of St. Paul by Messrs. Cony- 
beare and Howson, that I feel it now unnecessary to do more 
than to group together a few remarks for the benefit, not of 
the critical scholar, but of the general student, to whom these 
brief notices sometimes prove acceptable and suggestive. 

I must not conclude without expressing my hearty sense of 
the value of several commentaries that have appeared since 
the publication of my first edition. I desire particularly to 
specify those of my friends, Dean Alford and Mr. Bagge, and 
the thoughtful commentary of my kind correspondent, Dr. 
Turner of New York. Of the great value of the first of these 
it is unnecessary for me to speak ; my present notes will show 
how carefully I have considered the interpretations advanced 
in that excellent work, and how much I rejoice to observe that 
the results at which we arrive are not marked by many differ- 
ences of opinion. The edition of Mr. Bagge will be found 


passages, I do not think the general reader will suffer much from the inaccuracies 
or harshness of the translation. 

1 In the note on dpGorodoicw (chap. ii. 14) I have still been unable to verify 
the references to Theodorus Studita. The best edition, I believe, is that of 
Sirmond, and this I have used, as well as one or two others, but without effect. 
I should be glad if some reader, experienced in Bibliography, could direct 
me to the edition probably referred to. 
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very useful in critical details, in the careful and trustworthy 
references which it supplies to the older standard works 
of lexicography, and in what may be termed phraseological 
annotations. The third of these works differs so much from 
the present in its plan and general construction, as to make the 
points of contact between us much fewer than I could wish ; 
but I may venture to express the opinion, that the reader who 
finds himself more interested in general interpretation than in 
scholastic detail, will rarely consult the explanatory notes 
without profit and instruction. The recent edition of Professor 
Jowett has not been overlooked; but after the careful and 
minute examination of his Commentary on the Thessalonians, 
which I made last year, I have been reluctantly forced into 
the opinion that our systems of interpretation are so radi- 
cally different, as to make a systematic reference to the works 
of this clever writer not so necessary as might have been the 
ease if our views on momentous subjects had been more 
accordant and harmonious. 

Before I draw these remarks to a close, I must not fail grate- 
fully to return my heartfelt thanks for the numerous kind and 
important suggestions which I have received from private friends 
and from public criticism. By this aid I have been enabled to 
correct whatever has seemed doubtful or erroneous, and to these 
friendly comments the more perfect form in which this com- 
mentary now appears before the student is, in many respects 
justly due. From my readers and those who are interested 
in these works I fear I must now claim some indulgence as 
to the future rate of my progress. While I may presume 
to offer to them the humble assurance that while life and health 
are spared to me, the onward course of these volumes will not 
be suspended, I must not suppress the fact that the duties to 
which it has now pleased God to call me are such as must 
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necessarily cause the appearance of future commentaries to 
take place at somewhat longer intervals. Those who are 
acquainted with studies of this nature will, I feel sure, agree 
with me that it is impossible to hurry such works; nay, 
more, I am convinced that all sober thinkers will concur in 
the opinion, that there is no one thing for which a writer will 
have hereafter to answer before the dread tribunal of God 
with more terrible strictness, than for having attempted to 
explain the everlasting Words of Life with haste and precipita- 
tion. When we consider only the errors and failures that 
mark every stage in our most deliberate and most matured 
' progress, even in merely secular subjects, we may well pause 
before we presume to hurry through the sanctuary of God, 
with the dust and turmoil of worldly, self-seeking, and irre- 
verent speed. 

May the great Father of Lights look down with mercy on 
this effort to illustrate His word, and overrule it to His glory, 
His honour, and His praise. 


CAMBRIDGE, 
28th January, 1859. 


PREFACE 


TO THE FIRST EDITION. 


THE following commentary is the first part of an attempt to 
elucidate St. Paul’s Epistles, by systematically applying 
to the Sacred Text the present principles of grammar and 
criticism. 

It is the result of several years’ devotion to the study of 
biblical Greek, and owes its existence to the conviction that, 
in this country, the present very advanced state of philo- 
logy has scarcely been applied with sufficient rigour to the 
interpretation of the New Testament. Our popular commen- 
taries are too exclusively exegetical,! and presuppose, in the 
ordinary student, a greater knowledge of the peculiarities of 
the language of the New Testament than it is at all probable 
he possesses. Even the more promising student is sure to 
meet with two stumbling-blocks in his path, when he first 
maturely enters upon the study of the Holy Scriptures. 

In the first place, the very systematic exactitude of his 
former discipline in classical Greek 1s calculated to mislead 
him in the study of writers who belonged to an age when 
change had impaired, and conquest had debased the language 
in which they wrote :—his exclusive attention to a single 
dialect, informed, for the most part, by a single and prevailing 
spirit, ill prepares him for the correct apprehension of writings 
in which the tinge of nationalities, and the admixture of newer 
and deeper modes of thought are both distinctly recogniz- 
able :—his familiarity with modes of expression, which had 
arisen from the living wants of a living language, ill prepares 
him correctly and completely to understand their force when 


—_—_— 


1 I must explain the meaning in which I use this word when in contradis- 
tinction to ‘grammatical.’ By a grammatical commentary, I mean one in 
which the principles of mar are either exclusively or principally used to 
elucidate the meaning: by an exegetical commentary, one in which other con- 
siderations, such as the circumstances or known sentiments of the writer, &c., 
are also taken into account. I am not quite sure that I am correct in thus 
limiting ‘ exegetical,’ but I know no other epithets that will serve to convey my 
meaning. 
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they are reproduced by aliens in kindred and customs, and 
strangers, and even more than strangers in tongue. Let all 
these diversities be fairly considered, and then, without entering 
into any more exact comparisons between biblical and classical 
Greek, it will be difficult not to admit that the advanced 
student in Attic Greek is liable to carry with him prejudices, 
which may, for a time at least, interfere with his full appre- 
' ciation of the outward form in which the Sacred Oracles are 
enshrined: No better example of the general truth of these 
observations could be adduced than that of the illustrious 
Hermann, who, in his disquisition on the first three chapters 
of this very epistle, has convincingly shown, how even percep- 
tions as accurate as his, and erudition as profound, may still: 
signally fail, when applied, without previous exercise, to the 
interpretation of the New Testament. 

A second stumbling-block that the classical student inva- 
riably finds in his study of the New Testament, is the deplorable 
state in which, till within the last few years, its grammar has 
been left. It is scarcely possible for any one unacquainted 
with the history and details of the grammar of the N.T. to 
form any conception of the aberrant and unnatural meanings 
that have been assigned to the prepositions and the particles ; 
many of which cling to them in N.T. lexicons to this very 
day." It requires a familiar acquaintance with the received 
glosses of several important passages to conceive the nature 
of the burdens hard to be borne, which long-suffering 
Hebraism—‘ that hidden helper in all need,’ as Liicke? calls 
it—has had to sustain; and how generations of excellent 
scholars have passed away without ever overcoming their 
Pharisaical reluctance to touch one of them with the tip of the 
finger. Then, again, grammatical figures have suffered every 
species of strain and distortion; enallage, hendyadys, meto- 
nymy, have been urged with a freedom in the N.T. which 
would never have been tolerated in any classica] author, 
however ill-cared for, and however obscure. Here and there 
in past days a few protesting voices. were raised against the 
uncritical nature of the current interpretations ; but it is not, 
in Germany, till within a very few years, till the days of 
Fritzsche and Winer, that they have met with any response or 
recognition; and, among ourselves, even now, they have 
secured only a limited and critical audience. 


1 That this language is in no way overstrained may be easily seen by the 
notices in Winer’s Grammar, on any leading preposition or conjunction. ’Ey 
is a difficult preposition in the N.T., but it would require a considerable amount 
ef argument to make us believe it could ever, even in Heb. xiii. 9, bear the 
meaning of ex /—See Winer, Gr. § 52. a, p. 466 (Ed. 5). 

# Liicke, on John iii. 20, Vol. II. p. 241. 
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It thus only too often happens, that, when a young man 
enters, for the first time, seriously upon the study of the N.T., 
it is with such an irrepressible feeling of repugnance to that 
laxity of language, which he is led to believe is its prevailing 
characteristic, that he either loses for the language of inspi- 
ration that reverence which its mere literary merits alone may 
justly claim ; or else, under the action of a better though 
mistaken feeling, he shrinks from applying to it that healthy 
criticism to which all his previous education- had imured his 
mind. The more difficult the portion of Scripture, the more 
sensibly are these evils felt and recognized. 

It is under these feelings that I have undertaken a com- 
mentary on St. Paul’s Epistles, which, by confining itself to 
the humbler and less ambitious sphere of grammatical details, 
may give the student some insight into the language of the 
New Testament, and enable him, with more assured steps, to 
ascend the difficult heights of exegetical and dogmatical 
theology. My own studies have irresistibly impelled me to 
the conviction that, without making any unnecessary distinc- 
tions between grammar and exegesis, we are still bound to 
recognize the necessity,—of first endeavouring to find out 
what the words actually convey, according to the ordinary 
rules of language ; then, secondly, of observing the peculiar 
shade of meaning that the context appears to impart. Too 
often this process has been reversed ; the commentator, on the 
strength of some ‘ received interpretation’ or some dogmatical 
bias, has stated what the passage ought to mean, and then has 
been tempted, by the force of bad example, to coerce the 
words ‘per Hebraismum, or ‘per enallagen, to yield the 
required sense. ‘This in many, nay, most cases, I feel certain, 
has been done to a great degree unconsciously, yet still the 
evil effects remain. God’s word, though innocently, has been 
dealt deceitfully with ; and God's word, like His Ark of the 
Covenant, may not, with impunity, be stayed up by the offici- 
ousness of mortal aid. 

I have, then, in all cases, striven, humbly and reverently, 
to elicit from the words their simple and primary meaning. 
Where that has seemed at variance with historical or dogmatical 
deductions,—where, in fact, exegesis has seemed to range 
itself on one side, grammar on the other,—I have never fuiled 
candidly to state it; where it has confirmed some time- 
honoured interpretation, I have joyfully and emphatically cast 
my small mite into the great treasury of sacred exegesis, and 
have felt gladdened at being able to yield some passing support 
to wiser and better men than myself.! This, however, I would 


1 Amidst all these details I have, I trust, never forgotten that there is 
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fain strive to impress upon my reader, to whatever party of 
the Church (alas! that there should be parties) he may chance 
to belong, that, as God is my witness, I have striven to state, 
in perfect candour and singleness' of heart, all the details of 
interpretation with which I have come in contaet. I have 
sought to support no particular party, I have desired to yield 
countenance to no peculiar views. I will candidly avow that 
on all the fundamental points of Christian faith and doctrine 
my mind is fullymade up. It is not for me to sit in judgment 
upon what is called the liberal spirit of the age, but, without 
evoking controversies into which I have neither the will nor 
the ability to enter, 1 may be permitted to say, that upon the 
momentous subject of the inspiration of Scripture, I cannot be 
so untrue to my own deepest convictions, or so forgetful of my 
anxious thoughts and investigations, as to affect a freedom of 
opinion which I am very far from entertaining. I deeply feel 
for those whom earth-born mist and vapour still hinder from 
beholding the full brightness and effulgence of divine truth; I 
entertain the most lively pity for those who still feel that the 
fresh fountains of Scripture are, in all the bitterness of the 
prophet’s lamentation, only ‘ waters that fail;—I feel it and 
entertain it, and I trust that no ungentle word of mine may 
induce them to cling more tenaciously to their mournful con- 
victions, yet still I am bound to say, to prevent the nature of 
my candour being misunderstood, that throughout this com- 
mentary the full' inspiration of Scripture has been felt as one 
of those strong subjective convictions to which every hour of 
meditation adds fresh strength and assurance. Yet I have 
never sought to mask or disguise a difficulty: I have never 
advanced an explanation of the truth of which I do not, myself 
at least, feel convinced. I should shrink from being so untrue 
to myself, I should tremble at being so presumptuous towards 
God ; as if He who sent the dream may not in His own good 


something higher than mere critical acumen, something more sure than gram- 
matical exactitude ; something which the world calls the ‘ theological sense,’ but 
which more devout thinkers recognize as the assisting grace of the Eternal 
Spirit of God. Without this, without also a deeper and more mysterious sym- 
pathy with the mind of the sacred writer whom we are presuming to interpret, 
no mere verbal discussions can ever tend truly to elucidate, no investigation 
thoroughly to satisfy. I trust, indeed, that I have never been permitted to 
forget these golden words of him whom of all commentators I most honour and 
revere :—ovdé ydp det ra phpara yuuva eferdfew, érel woddka Everat 7a aromrn- 
para’ ovde rhy \étw Kad’ éavrhy Bacavifew, dAAA TH Stavolg wpocéxav rod 
pddovros. Chrysost. tom. x. p. 674 B (ed. Bened.) 

1 I avoid using any party expressions. I would not wish, on the one hand, 
to class myself with such thinkers as Calovius, nor could I subscribe to the 
Formula Consensus Helvetict; but I am far indeed from recognizing that 
admixture of human imperfection and even error, which the popular theosophy 
of the day now finds in the Holy Scriptures. 
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time send ‘the interpretation thereof.’ That there are difficul- 
ties in Scripture,—that there are difficulties in this deep 
Epistle, I both know and feel, and I have, in no case, shrunk 
from pointing them out; but I also know that there is a time, 
—whether in this world of unrest, or in that rest which 
remaineth to God’s people, I know not,—when every difficulty 
will be cleared up, every doubt dispersed: and it is this con- 
viction that has supported me, when I have felt and have been 
forced to record my conviction, that there are passages where 
the world’s wisdom has not yet clearly seen into the depth of 
the deep things of God. 

Before I wholly leave this momentous subject, I would fain 
plead its importance in regard to the method of interpretation 
which I have endeavoured to follow. I am well aware that the 
current of popular opinion is now steadily setting against 
grammatical details and investigations. It is thought, I 
believe, that a freer admixture of history, broader generaliza- 
tions, and more suggestive reflections, may enable the student 
to catch the spirit of his author, and be borne serenely along 
without the weed and toil of ordinary travel. Upon the sound- 
ness of such theories, in a general point of view, I will not 
venture to pronounce an opinion; I am not an Athanase, and 
cannot confront a world; but, in the particular sphere of Holy 
Scripture I may, perhaps, be permitted to say, that if we would 
train our younger students to be reverential thinkers, earnest 
Christians, and sound divines, we must habituate them to a 
patient and thoughtful study of the words and language of 
Scripture, before we allow them to indulge in an exegesis for 
which they are immature and incompetent. If the Scriptures 
are divinely inspired, then surely it is a young man’s noblest 
occupation, patiently and lovingly to note every change of ex- 
pression, every turn of language, every variety of inflexion, to 
analyze and to investigate, to contrast and to compare, until 
he has obtained some accurate knowledge of those outward 
elements which are permeated by the inward influence and 
powers of the Holy Spirit of God. As he wearisomely traces 
out the subtle distinctions that underlie some illative particle, 
or characterize some doubtful preposition, let him cheer him- 
self with the reflection that every effort of thought he is thus 
enabled to make, is (with God’s blessing) a step towards the 
inner shrine, a nearer approach to a recognition of the thoughts 
of an Apostle, yea, a less dim perception of the mind of 
Christ. 

No one who feels deeply upon the subject of inspiration 
will allow himself to be beguiled into an indifference to the 
mysterious interest that attaches itself to the very grammar of 
the New Testament. 
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I will then plead no excuse that I have made my notes so 
exclusively critical and grammatical. I rejoice rather that 
the awakening and awakened interest for theology in this 
country is likely to afford me a plea and a justification for 
confining myself to a single province of sacred literature. 
Already, I believe, theologians are coming to the opinion that 
the time for compiled commentaries is passing away. Our 
resources are now too abundant for the various details of cri- 
ticism, lexicography, grammar, exegesis, history, archeology, 
and doctrine, to be happily or harmoniously blended in one 
mass. One mind is scarcely sufficiently comprehensive to 
grasp properly these various subjects; one judgment is scarcely 
sufficiently discriminating to arrive at just conclusions on so 
many topics. The sagacious critic, the laborious lexicographer, 
the patient grammarian, the profound exegete, the suggestive 
historian, and the impartial theologian, are, in the present state 
of biblical science, never likely to be united in one person. 
Excellence in any one department is now difficult, in all, im- 
possible. I trust, then, that the time is coming when theolo- 
gians will carry out, especially in the New Testament, the 
principle of the division of labour, and selecting that sphere of 
industry for which they are more particularly qualified, will, in 
others, be content to accept the results arrived at by the labours 
of their contemporaries.! 

The most neglected portion of the New Testament literature 
is its lexicography, and this is the more inexcusable, as the 
excellent concordance of Bruder has been now twelve years 
before the world. I have here suffered greatly from want of 
sound help, and in addition to having frequently to draw 
solely from my own scanty resources in this department, and to 
leave my own more immediate subject to discuss points which 
I should have gladly found done to my hand, I have also had 
the thankless task of perpetually putting my readers on their 
guard against the overhasty and inaccurate classifications of 
Bretschneider and others. I have generally found Bret- 
schneider's Lexicon the best; but the pages of my commentary 
will abundantly show how little reliance I have been able to 
place upon him. I rejoice to say that Dr. Scott, master of 


1 In the present Epistle there are distinct and instructive instances of the 
application of this principle. Hilgenfeld has published a recent edition of the 
Epistle to the Galatians, in which distinct prominence is given to historical and 
chronological investigations. Dr. Brown has lately devoted some expository 
discourses nearly exclusively to the doctrine and practical teaching of the 
Epistle; while Mr. Veitch has supplied him with grammatical annotations. 
Both of these works have their demerits as well as their merits, but, at any 
rate, they show that their authors had the good sense to confine themselves 
to those departments of interpretation for which they felt the greatest 
aptitude. e . 
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Balliol College, is engaged on a Lexicon to the N.T.; and 
those who know his eminent qualifications for the task must 
feel, as I do, the most perfect confidence in the way in which 
it will be executed. I regret that it was too little advanced to 
be of any use to me in this commentary. The general lexicon 
(beside that of Stephens) which I have chiefly used, is the 
edition of Passow’s Lexicon by Palm and Rost, which I cannot 
help thinking is by very far the best lexicon in a moderate 
compass that we at present possess. The prepositions, in par- 
ticular, are treated remarkably well, and very comprehensively. 

The synonyms of the Greek Testament, a most important 
subject, have been greatly neglected. We have now a genial 
little volume from one who always writes felicitously and 
attractively upon such subjects ; but the agreeable author will 
not I am sure be offended when I say, that it can scarcely be 
deemed otherwise than, as he himself modestly terms it, a 
slight contribution to the subject. We may fairly trust that an 
author who has begun so well will continue his labours in a 
more extended and comprehensive form. As Mr. ‘Trench’s work 
came too late into my hands, I have principally used the 
imperfect work of Tittman; but I perfectly agree with Mr. 
Trench in his estimate of its merits. 

In the Grammar of the N. T. we are now in a fairly pro- 
mising state. The very admirable work of Winer has com- 
pletely rehabilitated the subject. It is a volume that I have 
studied with the closest attention, and to which I am under 
profound obligations. Still, it would not be candid if I did 
not admit that it has its weak points. I do not consider the 
treatment of the particles (a most important subject in St. 
Paul's epistles) at all equal to that of the prepositions, or by 
any means commensurate with our wants on this portion of 
grammar: the cases also might perhaps be more successfully 
handled. The great fault of the book is its superabundance 
of reference to the notes and commentaries on classical authors. 
In many cases these are of high importance; but in a vast 
quantity of others, as I have often found to my cost, but little 
information is to be derived from the source to which the 
reader is referred. Mr. Green’s Grammar I consider a work 
of great ability, but too short and unsystematic to be of the 
use it might otherwise have been to the student. I have, 
therefore, been obliged to use freely other grammatical subsi- 
dies than those which more particularly bear upon the New 
Testament.! My object has been throughout to make my 


I have especially used the admirable and (in my opinion) wholly un- 
rivalled syntax of Bernhardy, the good compendious syntax of Madvig, the 
somewhat heavy treatise on the same subject by Scheuerlein, Jelf’s Grammar, 
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references more to grammars and professed repertories of 
similar information, than to notes or commentaries on classical 
authors; for I am convinced that a good reference to a good 
grammar, though not a very showy evidence of research, is a 
truly valuable assistance ; while a discursive note in an edition 
of a classic, from its want of context, frequently supplies little 
real information. I have allowed myself greater latitude in 
references to the notes of commentators on the N. T., for here 
the similarity of language, and frequently of subject, consti- 
tutes a closer bond of union. In particular, I have used 
Fritzsche’s edition of the Romans nearly as a grammar, so full 
is it and so elaborate in all details of language. As a gram- 
marian I entertain for him the highest respect; but I confess 
my sympathy with him as a theologian is not great, nor can I 
do otherwise than deplore the unjust levity with which he 
often treats the Greek fathers, and the tone of bitterness and 
asperity which he assumes towards the learned and pious 
Tholuck. It is a sad evidence of an untouched heart and un- 
chastened spirit, when a commentator on the New Testament 
leaves the written traces of his bitterness on the margins of 
the Covenant of Love. . 

The same principle that has induced me to refer to reper- 
tories and systematic treatises on grammar, has also influenced 
me whenever I have been led into dogmatical questions. I 
have sought, in most cases, information from writers who have 
made the whole subject their study. I have freely used Bishop 
Bull's Harmonia Apostolica, Waterland’s Works, and such 
other of our great English divines as I have the good fortune 
to be acquainted with. I have used with profit the recent and 
popular treatise on St. Paul's doctrine by Usteri, and that by 
Neander in his Planting of Christianity ; both of which, with 
perhaps some reservations, may be recommended to the student. 
I regret that I cannot speak with so much freedom of. the dis- 
cussions of the clever and critical Ferdinand Baur in his 
Apostel Paulus. I have referred to him in a few cases, for his 
unquestionable ability has seemed to demand it, but it has been 
always cautiously and warily; nor do I at all wish to com- 
mend him to the notice of any student except of advanced 
knowledge and of fully fixed principles. The other books and 
authorities which I have cited will sufficiently speak for 
themselves. 


and the small Greek grammar by Dr. Donaldson, which, though unpretending 
in form and succinct in its nature, will never be consulted, even by the advanced 
student, without the greatest advantage. On the particles, I have principally 
used the somewhat clumsy though useful work of Hartung, and the very able 
and voluminous notes of Klotz on Devarius. This latter work the student will 
rarely consult in vain. I have also derived some assistance from Thiersch’s 
very good dissertation on the Pentateuch, 
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I desire briefly, in conclusion, to allude to the general 
principles which I have adopted in the construction of the 
text, the compilation of the notes, and the revision of the 
translation, and to record my many obligations. 

(I.) The text is substantially that of Tischendorf:! the 
only deviations from it that I have felt compelled to make form 
the subject of the critical notes which are, at intervals, ap- 
pended to the text. Changes have been made in punctuation ; 
but these, generally speaking, have not been such as to require 
special notice. I have here applied the principle of division 
of labour which I venture to advocate. It has always seemed 
to me that it is at least a very hazardous, if not a presump- 
tuous undertaking for any man, however good a scholar, to 
construct an original text without eminent qualifications for 
that task. Years of patient labour must have been devoted to 
those studies : an unflagging industry in collecting, and a per- 
sistent sagacity in sifting evidence must be united in the 
Biblical critic, or his labours will be worse than useless. Those 
who have not these advantages will do well to rely upon others, 
reserving, however, to themselves (if they are honest men and 
independent thinkers) the task of scrutinizing, testing, and, if 
need be, of expressing dissent from the results arrived at by 
those whom they follow. J have humbly endeavoured thus to 
act with regard to the text of the present epistle: where there 
has seemed reason to depart from Tischendorf (and he is far 
from infallible), I have done so, and have in all cases acted on 
fixed principles which time, and, above all, failures have taught 
me. Fora novice like myself to obtrude my critical canons 
on the reader would be only so much aimless presumption. I 
will only say that I can by no means assent to a blind adhe- 
rence to external evidence, especially where the preponderance 
is not marked, and the internal evidence of importance: still, 
on the other hand, I regard with the greatest jealousy and sus- 
picion any opposition to the nearly coincident testimony of the 
uncial MSS., unless the internal evidence be of a most strong 
and decisive character. I have always endeavoured, first, to 
ascertain the exact nature of the diplomatic evidence; 
secondly, that of what I have termed paradiplomatic argu- 
ments (I must apologize for coining the word), by which I 


1 It was long with me a subject of anxious thought whether I should adopt 
the text of Lachmann (for whose critical abilities 1 have a profound respect), 
or that of Tischendorf. The latter I consider inferior to Lachmann in talent, 
scholarship, and critical acumen. But as a paleographer he stands infinitely 
higher, as a man of energy and industry he is unrivalled, and as a critic 
he has learnt from what he has suffered. Moreover, he is with us, still 
learning, still gathering, still toiling; while Lachmann’s edition, with all 
its excellences and all its imperfections, must now remain as he has left 
it to us. 
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mean the apparent probabilities of erroneous transcription, 
permutation of letters, itacism, and so forth; thirdly and 
lastly, the internal evidence, whether resting on apparent devia- 
tions from the usus scribendi of the sacred author, or the 
propensio, be it critica, dogmatica, or epexegetica, on the part 
of the copyist. I have also endeavoured to make the critical 
notes as perspicuous as the nature of the subject will permit, 
by grouping the separate classes of authorities, uncial manu- 
scripts (MSS.), cursive manuscripts (mss.), versions (Vv.), and 
Fathers (Ff.), Greek and Latin, and in some measure familiar- 
izing the uneducated eye to comprehend these perplexing, yet 
deeply interesting particulars. The symbols I have used are 
either those of Tischendorf (to whose cheap and useful edition 
I refer the reader), or else self-explanatory. I cannot leave 
this part of the subject without earnestly advising the younger 
student to acquire, at least in outline, a knowledge of the his- 
tory and details of sacred criticism, and I can recommend 
him no better general instructor than Dr. Davidson, in the 
second volume of his excellent treatise on Biblical criticism. 
(II.) With regard to the notes, I would wish first to 
remark, that they neither are, nor pretend to be, original. I 
have consulted all the best modern, and, I believe, the best 
ancient authorities, wherever they seemed hkely to avail me in 
the line of interpretation I had marked out to myself. But as 
I have endeavoured to confine myself principally to critical 
and grammatical details, numerous authors of high position 
and meritin other provinces of interpretation have unavoid- 
ably been, though not unconsulted, still not generally cited. 
Hence, though I entertain a deep reverence for the exegetical 
abilities of some of the Latin Fathers, I have never been able 
to place that reliance on their scholarship, which I thankfully 
and admiringly recognise in the great Greek commentators. 
Many of our popular English expositors 1 have been obliged, 
from the same reasons, to pass over; for to quote an author 
merely to find fault with him is a process with which I have 
no sympathy. I have studied to make my citations, in malam 
partem, on a fixed principle. In the first place, I hope I have 
always done it with that quick sense of my own weakness, im- 
perfection, and errors, that is the strongest incentive to cha- 
ritable judgments; and with that gentleness which befits a 
commentator on one whose affections were among the warmest 
and deepest that ever dwelt in mortal breast. In the second 
place, I have, I trust, rarely done it except where the contrast 
seemed more distinctly to show out what I conceived the true 
interpretation ; where, in fact, the shadow was needed to 
enhance the light. Thirdly, I have sometimes felt that the 
allegiance I owe to Divine Truth, and the profound reverence 
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I entertain for the very letter of Scripture, has required me to 
raise my voice, feeble as it is, against mischievous interpreta- 
tions and rash criticism. The more pleasant duty of quoting 
in bonam partem has also been regulated by a system; first 
and foremost, of endeavouring to give to every man his due; 
secondly, of supporting myself by the judgments and wisdom 
of others. JI have, however, in no case sought to construct 
those catense of names, which it seems now the fashion of 
commentators! to link together in assent or dissent; for when- 
ever I have examined one in detail, I have invariably found 
that the authors thus huddled together often introduced such 
countervailing statements as made their collective opinion any- 
thing but unanimous. This easy display of erudition,—and 
of error, cannot be too much reprobated. 

The portions upon which I have most dwelt are the par- 
ticles, the cases, the prepositions, and, as far as I have been 
able, the compound verbs; but on this latter subject I have 
keenly felt the want of help, and have abundantly regretted 
that Winer never has completed the work he projected. If in 
the discussions on the particles I may have seemed wearisome 
or hypercritical, let me crave the reader’s indulgence, and re- 
mind him of the excessive difficulties that have ever been felt 
and acknowledged in the connexion of thought in St. Paul's 
Epistles. I hope no one will think my pains have here been 
misplaced. That my notes have visibly overlaid my text will, 
I fear, be urged against me. This I could have avoided by a 
more crowded page, or by disuniting the text and the notes ; 
but I prefer bearing the charge to perplexing the reader's eye 
with close typography, or distracting his attention by refe- 
rences to an isolated text. The notes have been pared down, 
in some cases, to the very verge of obscurity; but in so diffi- 
cult an epistle, after all possible curtailing, they must still be 
in disproportion to the text. 

(1II.) The last portion I have to notice is the translation. 
This it seemed desirable to append as a brief but comprehen- 
sive summary of the interpretations advanced in the notes. 
The profound respect I entertain for our own noble version 
would have prevented me, as it did Hammond, from attempt- 
ing any performance of this nature, if I had not seen that a 
few corrections, made on a fixed principle, would enable the 
Authorized Version adequately to reflect the most advanced 
state of modern scholarship. The Authorized Version has 
this incalculable advantage, that it is a truly literal translation, 


1 T regret to find that Professor Eadie, in his learned and laborious com- 
mentary on the Ephesians, has adopted this method; in some cases, e.g. p. 15, 
his authorities occupy five full lines of the commentary. 
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—the only form of translation that can properly and reverently 
be adopted in the case of the Holy Scriptures. Of the two 
other forms of translation, the idiomatic and the paraphrastic, 
I fully agree with Mr. Kennedy (Preface to Transl. of+ De- 
mosth.) in the opinion that the former is most suitable for the 
general run of classical authors; while the latter may possibly 
be useful in some philosophical or political treatises, where the 
matter, rather than the manner, is the subject of study. But 
in the Holy Scriptures every peculiar expression, even at the 
risk of losing an idiomatic turn, must be retained. Many 
words, especially the prepositions, have a positive dogmatical 
and theological significance, and to qualify them by a popular 
turn or dilute them by a paraphrase, is dangerous in the ex- 
treme. It is here that the excellence of our Authorized Ver- 
sion is so notably conspicuous; while it is studiedly close and 
literal, it also, for the most part, preserves the idiom of our 
language in the most happy and successful way. It has many 
of the merits of an idiomatic translation, and none of the 
demerits of what are popularly called literal translations, 
though they commonly only deserve the name of un-English 
metaphrases. A paraphrastic translation, such as that adopted 
by Messrs. Conybeare and Howson, I cannot but regard as in 
many ways unfitted for Holy Scripture. I have, then, adopted 
the Authorized Version, and have only permitted myself to 
depart from it where it appeared to be incorrect, inexact, in- 
sufficient, or obscure, whether from accident or (as is alleged) 
from design. The citations I have appended from eight other 
versions will perhaps prove interesting, and will show the 
general reader what a ‘concordia discors prevails among all 
the older English Versions,! and how closely and how faithfully 
the contributors to the Authorized Version adhered to their 
instructions to consult certain of the older translations, and 
not to depart from the Standard Version which had last pre- 
ceded them except distinctly necessitated. Thus the Authorized 
Version is the accumulation, as well as the last and most per- 
fect form of the theological learning of fully two hundred 
and thirty years. From such a translation, he must be a bold 
‘and confident man, who would depart far, without the greatest 
caution and circumspection. | 

(IV.) Finally, I feel myself bound to specify a few of the 
commentators to whom I am more especially indebted. 

Of the older writers I have paid the most unremitting 
attention to Chrysostom and Theodoret: for the former 


1 I have also consulted Abp. Newcome’s, and all the later versions of any 
celebrity, even the Unitarian, but have derived from them no assistance 
whatever. 
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especially, often as a scholar, always as an exegete, I entertain 
the greatest respect and admiration. Of our older English 
commentators Hammond has been of the greatest service to 
me; his scholarship is, generally speaking, very accurate, and 
his erudition profound. The short commentary of Bishop 
Fell I have never consulted without profit. Bengel’s Gnomon 
has, of course, never been out of my hands. Of later writers 
I should wish to specify Dr. Peile, from whose commentary I 
have derived many valuable suggestions. I frequently differ 
from him in the explanation of vdéuo¢ without the article; but 
I have always found him an accurate scholar, and especially 
useful for his well-selected citations from Calvin. To the late 
lamented Professor Scholefield’s Hints for a New Translation 
I have always attended. The translation of Conybeare and 
Howson has been of some use; but, as far as my experience 
goes, it appears the least happily executed portion of their 
valuable work. Dr. Brown’s Expository Discourses on the 
Galatians is a book written in an excellent spirit, of great use 
and value in an exegetical point of view, but not always to be 
relied upon as a grammatical guide. I cannot pass over Dr. 
Bloomfield, though he has not been of so much use to me as 
I could have wished. To the recent German commentators I 
am under the greatest obligations, both in grammar and 
exegesis, though not in theology. Meyer more as a gram- 
marian, De Wette more as an exegete, command the highest 
attention and respect ; to the former especially, though a little 
too Atticistic in his prejudices, my fullest acknowledgments 
are due. The commentaries of Winer and Schott are both 
excellent; to the latter, Meyer seems to have been greatly 
indebted. Usteri has generally caught most happily the 
spirit of his author; his scholarship is not profound, but his 
exegesis is very good. Riickert, more voluminous and more 
laborious, has always repaid the trouble of perusal. The two 
works in the best theological spirit are those of Olshausen 
and Windischmann: the latter, though a Romanist, and by no 
means uninfluenced by decided prejudices, always writes in a 
reverent spirit, and is commonly remarkable for his good 
sense, and not unfrequently hiscandour. Baumgarten-Crusius 
I have found of very little value. Hilgenfeld is very useful 
in historical questions, but has a bad tone in exegesis, and 
follows Meyer too closely to be of much use as an independent 
grammatical expositor. 

These are not more than one-third of the expositors I 
have consulted, but are those which, for my own satisfaction, 
and the guidance of younger students, I should wish to 
specify. 

I have now only to commit this first part of my work, 
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with all its imperfections, faults, and errors, to the charitable 
judgment of the reader. I have written it, alone and unas- 
sisted, with only a country clergyman’s scanty supply of books, 
in a neighbourhood remote from large libraries and literary 
institutions ; and though I have done my uttermost to over- 
come these great disadvantages, I can myself see and feel 
with deep regret how often I have failed. I commend myself, 
then, not only to the kind judgment, but I will also venture 
to add, the kind assistance of my readers; for I shall receive 
and acknowledge with great thankfulness any rectifications of 
errors or any suggestions that may be addressed to me at the 
subjoined direction. 

I will conclude with earnest prayer to Almighty God, in 
the name of his ever-blessed Son, that He may so bless this 
poor and feeble effort to disclose the outward significance, the 
jots and the tittles of His word, that He may make it a humble 
instrument of awakening in the hearts of others the desire to 
look deeper into the inward meaning, to mark, to read, and to 
understand, and with a lowly and reverent spirit to ponder 
over the hidden mysteries, the deep warnings, and the exhaust- 
less consolations of the Book of Life. 

To Him be all honour, all glory, and all praise. 


C. J. ELLicott. 


Glaston, Uppingham. 
September, 1854. 


INTRODUCTION. 


THis animated, argumentative, and highly characteristic Epistle 
would appear to have been written by St. Paul not very long after 
his journey through Galatia and Phrygia (Acts xviii. 23), and as 
the rayéws (ch. i. 6) seems to suggest (but comp. notes, and see 
contra, Conyb. and Hows. St. Paul, Vol. 11. p. 164, ed. 2), towards 
the commencement of the lengthened abode at Ephesus (Autumn 
54 or 55 to Pentecost 57 or 58; comp. Acts xix. 10, xx. 31, 
1 Cor. xvi. 8), forming apparently the first of that series of 
Epistles (Ga]., 1 Cor., 2 Cor., Rom.) which intervenes between the 
Epp. to the Thessalonians and the four Epp. of the first captivity 
(Col., Eph., Philem., Phil.). It was addressed to the churches of 
the province of Galatia (ch. i. 2),—a province of which the inha- 
bitants could not only boast a Gallic origin, but also appear to 
have retained some of the peculiarities of the Gallic character ; 
see notes on ch. i. 6, iii. 1. The Epistle was not improbably 
encyclical in its character (see Olshaus. on ch. i. 2, and notes on 
ch. vi. 17), and was called forth by the somewhat rapid lapse of 
the Galatians into the errors of Judaism, which were now being 
disseminated by unprincipled and self-seeking teachers (comp. 
ch. vi. 12, 13) with a dangerous and perhaps malignant activity. 
Against these errors the Apostle had already solemnly protested 
(ch. i. 9), but, as this Epistle shows, with at present so little 
abiding effect, that the Judaizing teachers in Galatia, possibly 
recruited with fresh emissaries from Jerusalem, were now not 
only spreading dangerous error, but assailing the very apostolic 
authority of him who had founded these churches (comp. ch. iv. 13), 
and who loved them so well (ch. iv. 19, 20). 

In accordance with this the Epistle naturally divides itself into 
two controversial portions, and a concluding portion which is more 
directly hortatory and practical. The jirsé portion (ch. i. ii.) the 
Apostle devotes to a defence of his office, and especially to a proof 
of his divine calling and of his independence of all human authority 
(ch. i. r11— ii. 10),—nay, his very opposition to it in the person of 
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St. Peter, when that Apostle had acted with inconsistency 
(ch. ii. r1—~21). In the second, or what may be called the 
polemical portion (ch. iii. iv.), the Apostle, both by argument 
(ch. iii. 1 8q.), appeal (ch. iv. 12—20), and illustration (ch. iv. 1—7, 
21—30), establishes the truth of the fundamental positions that 
justification is by faith, and not by the deeds of the law (ch. 
iii. 5, 6), and that they alone who are of faith are the inheritors of 
the promise, and the true children of Abraham ; comp. notes on 
ch. lil. 29. The third portion (ch. v. vi.) is devoted to hortatory. 
warning (ch. iv. 31—v. 6), illustrations of what constitutes a real 
fulfilment of the law (ch. v. 13—26), practical instructions. 
(ch. vi. 1—10), and a vivid recapitulation (ch. vi. 11—16). 

The genuineness and authenticity are supported by distinct 
external testimony (Ireneus, Her. 11. 7. 2, Tertull. de Preescr. § 6 ; 
see Lardner, Credibility, Vol. 11. p. 163 sq., Davidson, [ntroduction, 
Vol. 1. p. 318 sq.), and, as we might infer from the strikingly 
characteristic style of the Epistle, have never been doubted by 
any reputable critic ; comp. Meyer, Finleit. p. 8. 


ERRATA. 





Page 9, col. 2, line 34, for satd, read have said. 

Page 35, col. 1, line 10, read Stud. in Roman character. 
Page 47, col. 2, line 30, for roXirea read roXcrela. 
Page 63, col. 1, last line, for Col. ii. 7, read Phil. ii. 30. 


THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS. 


CHAPTER I. 1. 


Apostolic address and 
salutation, concluding 
with a doxology. 


1. &méorodos] ‘ an Apostle,’ in the 
higher and more especial meaning of 
the word; and as such (particularly 
when enhanced by the succeeding 
clause), a forcible protest against the 
Judaists, who probably refused to 
apply it in this particular sense to any 
out of the significant number of the 
Twelve; comp. Hilgenf. Galaterbrief, 
p- 107. It may be observed (comp. 
Maurice, Unity of N.T. p. 402) that 
the question involved more than mere 
personal slander (riy yeyeynudvny 
3:a8odjv, Theod.): in asserting the 
pre-eminence of the Twelve over St. 
Paul, they were practically denying 
Christ’s perpetual rule over His 
church. With regard to the 
meaning of dwécrodos in St. Paul's 
Epp., we may remark that in a few 
instances (e.g. 2 Cor. viii. 23, and 
most probably Phil. ii. 25, see notes 
in loc.), it appears to be used in its 
simple etymological sense. In 2 Cor. 
xi. 13, 1 Thess. ii. 6, the meaning 
may be thought doubtful: but in 
Rom. xvi. 7, olrwés elow érionpor év 
rots dmwogréAots (commonly cited in 
this sense, Conyb. and Hows. St. 
Paul, Vol. 1. p. 463), the correct 
translation appears certainly that of 
Fritzsche, ‘quippe quiin Apostolorum 
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AYAOZ ardorodos, ovx an’ avOpamrwv 
ovde ot’ avOpwrov, adAa dca “Incov 


collegio bene audiant :’ comp. Winer, 
RWB. s.v. Apostel, Vol. 1. p. 69, 
note 2. The various applications of 
this word in eccles. writers are noticed 
by Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 1. p. 
475 8q., Hamm. on Rom. xvi. 7. 

otk dm’ dvOpdtrov 0868 80’ dv@pérrov] 
‘not from men nor by man,’ ‘not 
from men as an ultimate, nor through 
man as a mediate authority,—the 
prep. dwd here correctly denoting the 
causa remottor (Winer, Gr. § 47. b, 
p- 331, Bernhardy, Syntax, v. 12, p. 
222), dd, the causa medians; see 
Winer, § 50. 6, p. 372, Green, Gr. 
p. 299. ‘Amd is thus not ‘for twé,’ 
Brown tn loc. (comp. Riick., Olsh.), 
as the use of dd for urd, especially 
after passives, though found appa- 
rently in some few instances in earlier 
writers (Poppo, Thucyd. 1. 17, Vol. 
I, p. 158), occasionally in later (Bern- 
hardy, Synt. v. 12, p. 224), and fre- 
quently in Byzantine Greek, does not 
appear in St. Paul’s Epistles, nor in 
any decisive instance in the N. T.; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 47. b, p. 332, 
note. In all cases the distinction 
between the prepp. seems sufficiently 
clear : Ud points to an action which 
results from a more immediate and 
active, dwd to a less immediate and 
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Xpirrov cat Oeot warpos Tov éyelpayTos avTOV eK VEKPOV, 
P P yelp P 


more passive cause; comp. Herm. 
Soph. Elect. 65, and see Rom. xiii. 1 
(Lachm., Tisch.), where St. Paul’s 
correct use of these two prepp. may 
be contrasted with that of Chrysost. in 
loc. There are indeed few points more 
characteristic of the Apostle’s style 
than his varied but accurate use of 
prepp., esp. of two or more in the same 
or in immediately contiguous clauses 
(e.g. els... éwl, Rom. iii. 22; €&... 
dia. . . els, xi. 36; wi... Std... ey, 
Eph. iv. 6; év... da... els, Col. i. 
16), for the purpose of more precise 
definition or limitation ; comp. Winer, 
Gr. l.c., p. 372. 8’ avOpdrov | 
‘through man,’ otk dvOpwry xpnod- 
Hevos vroupyg, Theod.,—not with any 
studied force in the singular as pointing 
to any particular individual, (Mosheim 
Reb. ante Constant. p. 70), nor yet 
for solemnity’s sake, as more ex- 
clusive (Alf.), but simply as thus 
forming a more natural antithesis to 
the following 5:4 ’Incod Xpicrod. 

kal @eod warpds]. ‘and God the 
Father ;’ in noticeably close union 
with Inc. Xp., both being under the 
vinculum of the single preposition 3d ; 
comp. ver. 3. We might here not un- 
naturally have expected xal dd Qcoi 
warps, as forming a more exact anti- 
thesis to what precedes, and as also 
obviating a ref. of da to the causa 
principalis (Gal. i. 15); comp., how- 
ever, 1 Cor. i. 9, and see Winer, Gr. 
§ 47. 1. p. 339, and the list in Fritz. 
on Rom. i. 5, Vol. 1. 15,—but ex- 
clude from it 1 Pet. ii. 13,14. In 
the present case the use of 3:4 seems 
due partly to a brevity of expression, 
which is obviously both natural and 
admissible where it is not necessary 
to draw strict lines between agency, 
origin, and medium (comp. Rom. xi. 
34, and even Plato, Sympos. p. 186 £, 


did rot Oeot xuBepyara:), and partly to 
an instinctive association of the two 
Persons of the blessed Trinity in his 
choice and calling as an Apostle. To 
urge this as a direct evidence for the 
dpoovela of the Father and the Son 
(Chrys., Theod.) may perhaps be 
rightly deemed precarious; yet still 
there 1s something very noticeable in 
this use of a common preposition with 
both the first and second Persons of 
the Trinity, by a writer so cumu- 
lative, and yet for the most part so 
exact, in his use of prepositions as 
St. Paul. @cod warpds] 
‘God the Father ;’ notin the ordinary 
inclusive reference to all men (De W., 
Alf.), nor with more particular refe- 
rence to Christians, scil. ‘our Father’ 
(Ust. al.), but, as the associated clause 
seems rather to suggest, with special 
and exclusive reference to the preceding 
subject, our Lord Jesus Christ: so, 


a 
perhaps too expressly, Syr. wanas] 


[patrem ejus]; comp. Pearson, Creed, 
Art. 1. Vol. I. p. 42, (ed. Burt.). 

tod tyelpavros x«.7.A.] ‘who raised 
Him from the dead.’ The addition of 
this designation has been very diffe- 
rently explained. While there may 
probably be a remote reference to the 
fact that it is upon the resurrection 
of Jesus Christ that our faith rests 
(1 Cor. xv. 17; comp. Usteri, Paul. 
Lehrbegr. 11. 1. 1, p. 97, 98), and 
from it all gifts of grace derived 
(Alf.), the context seems clearly to 
suggest that the more immediate 
reference is to the fact that the 
Apostle’s call was received from 
Christ in His exalted and glorified 
position (1 Cor. ix. 1, 1 Cor. xv. 8); 
‘verax etiam novissimus Apostolus 
qui per Jesum Christum totum jam 
Deum post resurrectionem ejus missus 
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est,” August. ta loc.; see Brown, 
Galatians, p. 22. The article with 
. vexp®v appears regularly omitted in 
this and similar phrases, except Eph. 
v. t4, and (with dwd) Matth. xiv. 3, 
xxviii. 7, al.; see Winer, Gr. § 19, 
p. 112. 

2. wédvres] Emphatic: ‘ceteros 
qui secum erant omnes commotos 
adversus eos vstendit,’ Ps. Ambr. 
St. Paul frequently adds to bis own 
name that of one or more of his com- 
panions, e.g. Sosthenes, (1 Cor. i. 1), 
Timothy, (2 Cor. i. 1, Phil. i. 1, Col. 
i. 1), Silvanus and Timothy, (1 Thess. 
i. r, 2 Thess. i. 1): here, however, to 
add weight to his admonitions, and to 
show the unanimity (Chrysost.) that 
was felt on the subject of the Epistle, 
he adopts the inclusive term rdvres 
ddeApol, defining it more closely by 
ol adv euol (Phil. iv. 21),— ‘all the 
brethren who are my present com- 
panions in my travels and my preach- 
ing.’ There is, then, no necessity for 
restricting ddeA¢ol to ‘official brethren’ 
(Brown, comp. Beza), nor for extend- 
ing ol adv duol to the whole Christian 
community of the place from which 
the Epistle was written (Erasm., 
Jowett): in this latter case we should 
Seuny have expected ‘with whom 
I am,’ rather than ‘who are with 
me ;’ see Usteri zn Loc. 
wats ixxArAnolats ris ee ‘to “the 
churches of Galatia ; plural, and 
with a comprehensive reference, (ap- 
raxod yap elppev 7 vécos, Theod., 
comp. Chrys.), the epistle probably 
being an encyclical letter addressed 
to the different churches (of Ancyra, 
Pessinus, Tavium, and other places) 
throughout the province. The omis- 
sion of the usual titles of honour or 
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affection seems undoubtedly tnien- 
tional (Chrys.), for in the only other 
Epistles where the simple 77 éxxAnolg 
is used, (1 Cor. i. 2, 2 Cor. i. 1, 
1 Thess. i. 1, 2 Thess. i. 1), there is 
in the two former passages the im- 
portant and qualifying addition roi 
Gecod, and in the two latter éy Oe 
warpl x.T.X. 

3. Xdprs dpty cal elphyn] ‘Grace 
to you and peace.’ not merely a union 
of two ordinary forms of Jewish 
salutation (Fritz. Rom. i. 7, Vol. 1. 
p. 23), or of the Greek xalpew and 
the Hebrew +7) did, but a greeting 
of full spiritual significance; dps, 
as Olsh. observes, being the divine 
love manifesting itself to man, elphvyn 
the state that results from a reception 
of it. The Oriental and Occidental 
forms of salutation are thus blended 
and spiritualized in the Christian 
greeting ; see notes on Eph. i. 2, and 
comp. Koch on 1 Thessal. p. 60. 
wal Kuplov x«.7.A.] ‘and (from) our 
Lord Jesus Christ. Strictly speaking, 
Christ is the mediating imparter of 
Grace, God the direct giver ; but just 
as in verse I, da was applied both to 
the Father and the Son, so here, in 
this customary salutation (see on Phil. 
i. 4), awd is applied both to the 
Son and the Father. Olshausen (on 
Rom. i. 7) justly remarks that nothing 
speaks more decisively for the divinity 
of our Lord than these juxtapositions 
with the Father, which pervade the 
whole language of Scripture. 

4. Tod Sdvros éaurov] ‘who gave 
Himself,’ scil. to death; more fully 
expressed 1 Tim. ii. 6, 6 dovds éaurdy 
dyri\urpov, comp. Tit. ii. 14. The 
participial clause serves at the very 
outset to specify the active principle of 
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the errorof the Galatians. The doctrine 
of the atoning death of Jesus Christ, 
and a recurrence to the laws of Moses, 
were essentially incompatible with 
each other. awepl TSY GuapT. 
fpov] ‘for our sins,’ scil. to atone 
for them, Rom. iii. 25, Gal. iii. 13. 
The reading twrép (Rec.) has but little 
external support, and is, perhaps, due 
to dogmatical correction, or to that 
interchange of wept and trép (Fritz. 
Rom. Vol. 1. p. 28) of which the MSS. 
of the N.T. present so many traces. 
Strictly speaking, vrép, in its ethical 
sense, retains some trace of its local 
meaning, ‘bending over to protect’ 
(udxeoGar wwrép twos; Donalds. Gr. 
Gr. § 480), and thus points more 
immediately to the action, than to the 
object or circumstance from which the 
action is supposed to spring. The 
latter relation is more correctly de- 
fined by mwepl,—e.g. poBeicbac epl 
twos ; see Winer, Gr. § 47. ©, p. 334, 
Scheefer, Demosth. Vol. 1. p. 189, 190. 
Ilep? will thus be more naturally used 
with the thing, ‘sins,’ irép with the 
person, ‘sinners; and this, with a 
few exceptions (e.g. 1 Cor. xv. 3, 
Heb. v. 3), appears the usage of the 
N.T.; comp. 1 Pet. iii. 18, where both 
forms occur. Still it must be admitted 
that both in the N.T., and even in clas- 
sical Greek (Buttm., Ind. ad Mid. p. 
188) the distinction between these two 


prepp. is often scarcely appreciable ;— 


see notes on Eph. vi. 19, and on 
Phil. i. 7. Strws Arar] 
‘im order that he might deliver us; 
not ‘ eximeret,’ Beza, but ‘ eriperet,’ 
Vulg.,—the verb égapetcGar (only 
here in St. Paul's Epp.) deriving from 
the context the idea of rescuing 
(Sivan onpalver tod pucapévou, 
Theod, Mops.) as from danger, &c.; 


comp. Acts, xii. 11, xxiii. 27, and 
appy. xxvi. 17, and see Elsner, Obs. 
Vol. I. p. 170. On the force of 
Sxws in the N.T., and its probable 
distinction from ta, see notes on , 
2 Thess. i. 12. dx tod 
éverraros K.7.X. ] ‘out of thepresentevil 
world ; not exactly éx rév mpdtewy 
Tov wovnpav, Chrysost., still less roi 
wapévros Blov, Theod., but simply, — 
‘the present evil state of things,’ see 
notes on Eph. i. 21, where the meaning 
of alwy is briefly discussed. It is doubt- 
ful whether 6 éveorws alwy is (a) simply 
equivalent to 6 viv alwy (2 Tim. iv. 
Io, Tit. ii. 12, see notes), and there- 
fore in opposition to 6 alwy 6 ué\Awe 
(comp. Clem. Cor. 11. 6, €orw &¢ obros 
6 alway cal 6 pédAX\wy vo éxOpol), or 
whether (6) it denotes in a more 
restricted sense ‘the commencing 
age,’ the age of faithlessness and the 
developing powers of Antichrist that 
had already begun ; see Meyer in loc. 
The participle éveorws will appy. 
admit either meaning (comp. Rom. 
viii. 38, 1 Cor. iii. 22, with 2 Thess. 
ii. 2, and see exx.in Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. 8.v. Vol. 1. p. 929, Schweigh. 
Lex. Polyb. s.v.); the order of the 
words, however, —not rod rov. aldyvos 
Tod éveor.,—and the general and un- 
dogmatical character of the passage 
seem decidedly in favour of (a): so 


00 o o 
distinctly Syr. Lin sos [hoc 


seculo}], Vulg., Clarom., ‘ presenti 
sseculo,’ and sim. the best of the 
remaining Vv. In either case the 
influence of the article appears to 
extend only to éveor.; alévos mrovnpod 
forming an explanatory apposition, in 
effect equivalent to a tertiary predi- 
cation (Donalds. Gr. § 489), ‘an evil 
age as it is, and pointing out either 
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(a) more generally, or (6) more spe- 
cifically, the corrupting influences of 
the world and its works: see esp. 
Donalds. Journal of Sacr. and Class. 
Philol. No. u1., p. 223. The 
reading aldvos rod évecr., adopted by 
Lachm., has but weak external sup- 
port [AB ; 39; Orig. (3), Did., al.}, 
and is internally suspicious as a gram- 
matical correction. Gcod 
kal watpds fpov] ‘God and our 
Father,’ ‘ Dei et patris nostri,’ Vulg., 
—not ‘God, even our Father’ 
(Brown), xat being only the simple 
copula ; see Middleton, Greek Art. p. 
292, 367 (ed. Rose), and comp. notes 
on t Thess. iii. r1. The august title 
6 Oeds cal warhp occurs several times 
in the N.T., both alone (1 Cor. xv. 
24, Col. iii. 17, James i. 27), and with 
a dependent genitive, viz. (a) roi 
Kuplov quav’I. X., Rom. xv. 6, Eph. 
i. 3, 2 Cor. i, 3, xi. 31, Col. i. 3, 
1 Pet. i. 3, and (5) ua» only, as here, 
Phil. iv. 20, 1 Thess. i. 1, iit, 11, 13, 
and 2 Thess. ii. 16. Whether in these 
latter formule the gen. depends on 
both, or only on the latter of the 
two nouns cannot be positively 
decided. No grammatical arguments 
based on the absence of the article 
are here applicable, as rarhp is anar- 
throus according to rule (Middl. Gr. 
Art. Il. 4, § 2, Winer, Gr. § 19. 4, 
p. 116); nor will the most careful 
investigation of the separate passages 
afford any sure grounds for deciding 
on exegetical principles; contr. Fritz. 
Rom. Vol. 11. p. 234. This, how- 
ever, may be said, that as the term 
warhp conveys necessarily a relative 
idea, which in theological language 
admits of many applications (see 
Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 11, p. 629 


sq.), while Oeds conveys only one 
absolute idea, it would not seem 
improbable that the connexion of 
thought in the mind of the inspired 
writer might lead him in some pas- 
sagen to add a defining gen. to rarnp 
which he did not intend necessarily to 
be referred to Geés. The Greek com- 
mentators, whose opinion on such a 
point would be of great value, do not 
appear to be unanimous: Theod. 
Mops. tn loc. and Theodoret, on Rom. 
xvi. 6, refer the gen. to the last nom.; 
Chrys. on Eph. i. 3, leaves it doubt- 
ful ; see notes on Eph. i. 3. 

5. t 86€a] ‘the glory,’ scil. etn 
not éorw; see on Eph. i. 2. In this 
and similar forms of doxology, —ex- 
cepting that of the angela, Luke ii. 
14, and of the multitude, Luke xix. 
38,—8déa regularly takes the article 
when used alone, e.g. Rom. xi. 36, 
xvi. 27, Eph. iii. 21, Phil. iv. 20, 2 
Tim. iv. 18, Heb. xiii. 21, 2 Pet. iii. 
18. When joined with one or more sub- 
stantives it appears sometimes with the 
art. (1 Pet. iv. 11, Rev. i. 6, vii. 12), 
sometimes without it (Rom. ii. 10, 
1 Tim. i. 17, Jude 25). It is thus 
difficult to determine whether we have 
here (a) the ‘rhetorical’ form of the 
article (Bernhardy, Synt. vI. 22, p. 
315), ‘the glory which especially and 
alone belongs to God’ (comp. Winer, 
Gr. § 18. 1, p. 97), or (6) whether 
d6¢a takes the article as an abstract 
noun (Middl. Gr. Art. v. 1). On the 
whole, (a) seems the most natural, 
and best suited to the context. 
aldvas trav alévey] ‘the ages of the 
ages,’ ‘seecula seeculorum,’ Vulg., less 


precisely Syr. BASS sos 
=x eo vo 


[sseeculum sseculorum]: a semi-Hebrais- 
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I marvel at your 
speedy lapse to an- 
other gospel, which 
even if an angel were 
to preach, let hi 


tic expression for a duration of time 
superlatively (infinitely) long ; comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 36. 3, p. 220. The 
same words occur, Phil. iv. 20, 1 Tim. 
i. 17, 2 Tim. iv. 18, and frequently 
in the Apocalypse. Occasionally we 
meet with the singular alwy rov 
aldvywy (Eph. iii. 21, comp. Dan. vii. 
18), and the perhaps more distinctly 
Hebraistic alay rod aldvos, Heb. i. 8 
(quotation), Psalm cxi. 10,—but with 
scarcely any appreciable difference of 
meaning ; see notes on Eph. iii. 21. 
Vorst, (de Hebraismis N.T., p. 325) 
investigates both this and the similar 
expression ‘yeveds ‘yevedv; but his 
remarks must be received with caution, 
as on the subject of Hebraisms he 
cannot now be considered a safe 
guide. 

6. Oavpdto] ‘J marvel ;’ ‘mani- 
festatis beneficiis, mirari se dicit quod 
ab Illo potuerint separari,’ Ps. Jerome. 
The idea of wondering at something 
blameworthy is frequently implied in 
this word: see Rost u. Palm, Lez. 
s.v., and compare Mark vi. 6, John 
vii, 21, 1 John iii. 13. Thefurther idea 
which Chrys. finds in the address, 
ov pdvoy évrpérwv..... duod S62 Kal 
decxvds olay Exet wept avray vrdvoay, 
Sri pweydAny Twa kal éorovdacuevny, — 
does not seem intended. 
otras traxdws] ‘80 quickly.’ After 
what? In our ignorance of the exact 
time when the Galatians were con- 
verted, as well as the circumstances 
of their defection, this question cannot 
be satisfactorily answered. Of the 
proposed answers,—(a) their conver- 
sion, Mey., Alf.; (5) the Apostle’s 
last visit, Beng., Flatt; or (c) the 
entry of the false teachers, Chrys., 
Theoph.,—the first appears the least, 
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and the last the most probable, as 
the following verse seems to show 
who the Apostle had in his thoughts. 
At any rate the reference of the 
adverb seems decidedly rather to time 
than manner (2 Thess. ii. 2, 1 Tim. v. 
22, comp. Conyb. and Hows. in loc.), 
however that time be defined. Still 
all historical deductions from such a 
passage (Wieseler, Chronol. p. 285, 
Davids. Introduct. Vol. 11. p. 297) 
must obviously be debateable and 
precarious. Grotius appositely 
cites, in illustration of the levity of the 
Gallic character, Cesar, Bell. Gall. 
Iv. 5, ‘sunt (Galli) in consiliis capi- 
endis mobiles, et novis plerumque 
rebus student ;? comp. 76. I. 1, III. 
10, 19: see Elsner, Observ. Sacr. 
Vol. 1. p. 172. perar(Oeo Qe] 
‘are going over from, are falling 
away from.’ present (ovx elwre peré- 
Oecbe, ANA, perarlecGe, Chrys.,— 
the defection was still going on), and 
middle, not passive, as Theod. Mops. 
(uerdyeoOe, ws érml adyixwy; comp. 
Heb. vii. 12), Vulg., Clarom., al. 
While in earlier writers perarl@epnas 
is used both with and without an 
accusative (yrvwynv), in the sense of 
‘changing an opinion’ (see exx. in 
Rost u. Palm, Lez. s.v.), it is as fre- 
quently used in later writers in the 
sense ‘descisco,’ with prepp. els, 
apos, éwt of the party, &c., to whom— 
e.g. Polyb. m1. 118. 8, perarlOecOac 
apes rods Kapxndovlous—and éx, dr6 
(or a aimple gen., Diod. Sic. xvi. 31), 
of the party &c., from whom the 
defection has taken place ; so Appian, 
Bell. Mithr. 41, awd ’Apxeddov pds 
ZvAAay perarlGecOat: comp. 2 Macc. 
vii. 24, and see further exx. in Kypke, 
Obs. Vol. 11. p. 273, and in Wetsat. in 
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loe. Tod Kadlcavros] ‘Him 
who called you,’ scil. God the Father 
(Chrys., Theod.), to whom the calling 
of Christians appears regularly as- 
cribed by St. Paul (ver. 15, Rom. 
viii. 30, ix. 24, 25, 1 Cor. i. 9, vii. 
1s, 17, 1 Thess, ii. 12, 2 Thess. ii. 14, 
2 Tim. i. 9),—not ‘ Christ who called 
you,’ Syr., Jerome, al., the correct 
theological distinction being, 4 sey 
kAfjols éore rod Tlarpés, ris 5é xAjoews 
4 alrla, rod Tlod, Chrys.; comp. Rom. 
v. 1§. Brown (p. 39), excepts Rom. 
i. 7, but scarcely with sufficient 
reason ; see Fritz. and De W. tn loc., 
and comp. Reuss, Théol. Chrét. iv. 
15, Vol. 11. p. 144, Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 
2. 3, p. 269, 279 sq. The passages 
cited by Alford on Rom. l.c., viz. 
John v. 25, 1 Tim. i, 12, do not seem 
fully in point. iv xdpire] 
‘ by the grace of Christ ;’ boly instru- 
ment of the divine calling, the prep. 
éy being here used in its instru- 
mental sense (Eph. ii. 13, vi. 14, al.), 
and marking not so much the element 
an which, as the principle by which 
(immanent instrumentality, Jelf, Gr. 
§ 622. 3, comp. notes on Eph. ii. 13) 
the calling was vouchsafed unto man- 
kind ; see notes on 1 Thess. iv. 18, 
and comp. Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 
347. De Wette and Meyer both 
adduce 1 Cor. vii. 15, é» dé elpjvy 
kéxAnxcev hyds 6 Oeds, but not per 
tinently, as both there and in the two 
other passages in which xadew is 
joined with éy, viz, Eph. iv. 4, 
1 Thess, iv. 7 (see notes in loc.), the 
prep. retains its simple and primary 
force ‘of permanence in,’ and marks, 
as it were, the element in which we 
are called to move. In the present 
case, however, the dogmatical con- 
sideration, that the Grace of Christ, 
in the sense it here appears used by 
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St. Paul, denotes an active and ener- 
gizing influence rather than a passive 
element, seems distinctly to suggest 
the instrumental sense; comp. Rom. 
v. 15, and see Meyer and Hilgenf. in 
h. 1. The usual explanation, 
according to which é is used ‘in 
sensu pregnanti’ for els (‘vocavit in 
gratiam,’ Vulg., Auth.), is more than 
doubtful, as xadéw implies nv idea of 
motion (comp. Winer, Gr. § 50. 4. &, 
p- 367), while that of Wieseler 
(Chronol, p. 285, note), according to 
which éy xdp.=xdpw (ch. iii. 19), is 
alike inconsistent with the usage of 
év, and the regular meaning of xdprs 
Xpeoroi. trepov] ‘another 
sort of,’ Fell. If we compare the 
very similar passage, 2 Cor. xi. 4, 
in which repos and 4A)os occur in 
juxtaposition, and apparently in 
senses exactly identical with those in 
the present passage, it will not seem 
necessary to lay any stress on Erepor 
as implying either (a) ‘bad,’ ‘ per- 
verted’ (comp. Plato, Phileb. 13 A, 
Erepov bvoua, Pind. Pyth. 111. 34 [60] 
daluwy trepos ; see Rost u. Palm, Lex. 
s.v. Vol. I. p. 1202, Wetst. on 1 Tim. 
v. 25), or even (b) ‘strange,’ Scholef. 
Hints, p. 88 (ed. 3), comp. Jude 
7,—as both here and 2 Cor. l.c. Erepos 
appears only to refer to distinction of 
kind, &\dos of individuality ; ‘repos 
non tantum alium sed diversum sig- 
nificat,’ Tittm. Synon. p. 155 ; comp. 
Plato, Sympos. 186 B, érepéy te kal 
dyépocov. It must be admitted, how- 
ever, that this distinction is not always 
kept up in the N.T.; see Matth. xi. 
3, § Cor. xv. 39. 

7. Sod lorw Dado el ph «.7.A.] 
‘ which is NoT another, save that,’ &. 
The various interpretations of these 
words turn mainly on the antecedent 
assigned to 8; this may be (a) the 
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whole sentence, &ri— evayyédcor, 
‘quod quidem (scil. vos deficere a 
Christo) non est aliud nisi,’ Winer ; 
(5) the preceding edayyé\tov, ‘which 
Gospel is, admits of being, no other,’ 
De W. (comp. Syr., Chrys., Theod.), 
and appy. the majority of expositors ; 
(c) the preceding compound expression 
Erepov evayyé\cov, Meyer, Alf. Of 
these (c) is clearly to be preferred, as 
best preserving the natural and gram- 
matical sequence of the words, and the 
distinction between érepos and dAdos. 
To prevent the words érepov evayyéAtov 
being misconstrued into the admission 
that there could really be any other 
gospel that the one preached to them, 
St. Paul more fully explains himself, 
using d\dos rather than the am- 
biguous érepos, and throwing the em- 
phasis on ovx: ‘which (€repov evay- 
yé\tov) is not another (a second) 
‘GOSPEL, except (only in this sense, 
that) there are some who trouble you,’ 
z.¢., the Judaists bring you another 
gospel, but it is really no GOSPEL at 
all; comp. Hamm. and Meyer in loc. 
In a word, as Hilgenf. correctly 
observes, the seeming paradox lies in 
this fact, that evayyédov .is under- 
stood after d\Xo in its strictest mean- 
ing, but expressed after &repov in one 
more lax. el pf) ‘save that.’ 
‘The gloss ef w)=dAdd can be dis- 
tinctly impugned in even what seem 
the strongest. passages, e.g. Matth. 
“il. 4, (see Fritz. in loc.), 1 Cor. vii. 
a7 (see Meyer in loc.): consult Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. I. p. 524, Hartung, 
Partik. ph, 3. 6, Vol. 1, p. 120, 
compared with Dindorf in Steph. 
Thes. Vol. ul. p. 190. The first dis- 
tinct evidences of this interchange 
appear only in very late writers. 

ot rapdocovres] ‘who are troubling 


you ;’ ‘qui vos conturbant,’ Vulg. 
The definite article might at first sight 
seem inconsistent with the indef. rwes: 
when thus used, however, it serves to 
particularize, and in the present case 
specifies, the rwés as those whose 
characteristic was troubling the Gala- 
tians, ‘some who are your troublers ;’ 
comp. Luke xviii. 9, Twas rods 
wemoOéras, Col. ii, 8, wy ris duds 
Ecrat 6 cvrAaywyov. Winer (Gr. § 18. 
3, Pp. 100) adduces some exx. from 
classical Greek, and compares the 
common expr. elow ol Aéyovres: see 
also Bernhardy, Synt. VI. 23, p. 318. 
We cannot, therefore, with Riickert 
definitely pronounce this ag an in- 
stance of Asiatic Hellenism. The 
article must, of course, be carried on 
to Oédovres; see Kiihner’s valuable 
note on Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 20. 
vd ebayy&vov trod Xpirtod] It is 
doubtful whether Xpiorod is the gen. 
subjecti, ‘the Gospel preached by 
Christ,’ or the gen. oljecti, ‘the Gos- 
pel of or concerning Christ.’ From 
the fuller expression, Rom. i. 3, evay- 
yéX. Tot Geot wept rot viod avrob, 
‘we may, perhaps, here decide on 
the latter interpretation : see Winer, 
Gr. § 30. 1,-p. 160. According to 
Meyer (on Mark i. 1), when the gen. 
after edayyéX. is owrnplas, Bacidelas, 
k.7.A, it is gen. objectt; when Geod, 
gen. subjectt; but when Xpioroi, gen. 
objectt or subjectt, to be determined 
only by the context. 
8. kal édv] ‘evenif,;’ not, however, 
necessarily ‘supposing a case which 
has never occurred’ (Alf.), but, as usual, 
conveying the idea of condition with 
the assumption of objective possi- 
bility ;’ see Herm. de Partic. dy, 2. 
7, p- 95, and esp. the very clear dis- 
tinctions of Schmalfeld, Synt. d. Gr. 
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Verb. § 93, 94. It may be further 
observed that, as the order shows, «al 
belongs not to jets or to the sen- 
tence, but to édy (etiam st), to which 
it gives force and prominence ; see 
Herm. Viger, No. 307, Hartung, 
Partic. xal, 3. 3, Vol. 1. p. 141, and 
notes on Phil, ii. 17. 

Fpets] ‘we.’ Though ets here 
seems to refer mainly to St. Paul, and 
is frequently so used elsewhere, yet, 
as ol ody éuol w. ddedX. may very 
reasonably be here included (Mey.), 
it does not seem desirable, with De 
W., Conyb., and others, to limit the 
term specially to the Apostle. The 
use of jets, or of the simple plural, 
must always depend on the context ; 
comp. notes on 1 Thess. i. 2. 

trap’ 8] ‘contrary to that which.’ The 
meaning of the prep. has been the 
subject of considerable controversy ; 
the Lutherans having urged the mean- 
ing preterquam (Vulg., and appy. 
Chrys.), the Romanists that of contra 
(Theod., al.). This latter meaning is 
perfectly correct (opp. to Brown, p. 
45; see Donalds. Gr. § 485, and 
exx. in Winer, Gr. § 49. g, p- 30, 
esp. Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 18, where mapa 
Tovs vouous and xara Tr. vy. are in an- 
tithesis), and is appy. required by the 
context and tenor of the argument. 
The Apostle implies throughout the 
Epistle that the Judaical gospel was 
in the strict sense of the words an 
erepor evaryy., and in its yery essence 
opposed to the true Gospel. 

dvdGepna] ‘accursed; strictly con- 
sidered, nothing more than the Hel- 
lenistic form of the Attic dvdOnua, 
Moeris (cited by Lobeck, Phryn. p. 
249), the original meaning of both 
forms being 7d ddiepwutvoy Oeg, 
Theodoret on Rom. ix. 3. The pre- 
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vailing use, however, of dydfeua in 
malam partem compared with the 
command, Lev. xvii. 29, seems (esp. 
in the LXX and the N.T.) to have 
gradually led to a distinction in 
meaning ; dvd@nua being used in the 
sense of donarium (2 Macc. ix. 16, 
Luke xxi. 25), dvd@eua (Rom. ix. 3, 
1 Cor. xii. 3, xvi. 22) as ‘aliquid 
divine ire sacratum ; Hesych. dvd- 
Gena’ éwixardparos, dxowwrnros. dvd- 
Onua’ xécunua. This distinction, 
though very generally, is still not 
universally observed : see Theod. and 
esp. Chrys. on Rom. ix. 3, who, even 
while he asserts two distinct mean- 
ings, seems to regard the forms as 
interchangeable. In the Eccles, 
writers, (see Suicer, Thes. Vol. I. ps 
268, Bingham, XVI. 2), dvd0eua, like 
the Hebrew ct (see Winer, RWB. 
Art. Bann) was applied to excommu- 
nication ; though even here, it may 
be observed, accompanied sometimes 
with distinct execration ; see Bingham, 
ab. 2. 17. This milder sense has been 
frequently maintained in the present 
passage (Hammond in loc., Water- 
land, Doct. Trin. ch. 4, Vol. Wl. p. 
458), but is distinctly opposed to the 
usage of the N.T.; compare éwixard- 
paros, ch. iii. 10, xardpa, ch. ill. 13, 
For further reff. see the good note of 
Fritz. Rom. ix. 3, Vol. II. p. 253 sq. 
9. Mpoaphxapey] ‘we said before.’ 
To what does xpd here refer? Is it 
(a) solely to the preceding verse, 
as Chrys., Theod., Jerome (comp. 
Neander, Planting, Vol. I. p. 214, 
Bohn), or (6) to a declaration made 
at the Apostle’s last visit, as Syr. 
(appy.), and recently, Ust., De W., 
Mey., al. Grammatical considera- 
tions do not contribute to a decision : 
for neither, on the one hand, can the 
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use of the perfect rather than the aor. 
awpoeirouev (ch. v. 21, 1 Thess. iv. 6) 
be pressed in favour of (a),—elpnxa at 
most only marking the continuing 
validity of what was said (comp. 
2 Cor. xii. 9, and Winer, Gr. 8 40. 4, 
Pp. 243),—nor, on the other hand, can 
the reference to what has just been 
said be urged as inconsistent with the 
usage of wpé (Ust.), for see 2 Macc. 
iii. 7, wpoecpyuévwy xpnudrwy (where 
the subject referred to is mentioned 
no further back than the beginning of 
the preceding verse), 3 Macc. vi. 35, 
and compare 2 Cor. vii. 3 with 2 Cor. 
vi. 12. Contextual reasons, however, 
viz. the insertion of dpr: as marking 
an antithesis to what was distinctly 
past, and the apparent identity of 
time marked by the two plural verbs 
evayyed., mpoecp. (Alf.), seem so dis- 
tinctly in favour of (5), that in this 
case we do not hesitate to maintain 
that reference even in opposition to 
the opinion of the Greek expositors ; 
comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 2. This. pas- 
sage has been pressed into the con- 
troversy relative to the state of the 
Galatian church at the Apostle’s 
second visit ; see Davidson, Introd. 
Vol. Il. p. 305. kal dor. 
«.7.A.] ‘80 now I.say again: un- 
doubtedly a consecutive sentence. 
Riickert and B. Crus., by making it 
part of the antecedent sentence, retain 
the more Attic meaning of dprs, but 
suppose an intolerably harsh ellipsis 
before ef ris.. “Apre is not used in 
Attic Greek for purely present time, 
—comp. Plato, Meno, 89, where év 
T@ viv is in opp. to év rg d&pri,—but 
is not uncommonly so used in later 
Greek ; see esp. Lobeck, Phryn. p. 
18 sq. a... evayyAerar] 
‘if any one preacheth ;’ simply and 


Gptt yap avOpdrous weiOw % Tov Ocov 5 


purely conditional (‘ef cum indic. nihil 
significat preter conditionem,’ Klotz, 
Devar, Vol. 11. p. 455), ‘if, as a matter 
of fact preaching is a course of action 
pursued by any one,’ be such an 
assumption reasonable or the con- 
trary ; see esp. Schmalfeld, Syntax, 
891, p. 195. This change from the 
more restricted éay with subj., ver. 8, 
appears here intentional ; comp. Acts 
v. 38, 39. Still such distinctions 
must not be overpressed, as there is 
abundant evidence to show that not 
only in later, but even sometimes in 
earlier writers, they were not always 
carefully observed ; see Madvig, Gr. 
§ 125. 1. It is certainly noticeable 
that, in Euclid (e.g. Book 1. Prop. 4), 
éav with subj. is nearly always used in 
mathematical hypotheses, where there 
can be no accessory idea, but where 
experience must prove the truth or 
fallacy of the supposition: see Winer, 
Gr. § 41. 2, p. 260, note. This 
use of evayyeAlfouat with an accus. 
persone, is an dwat deydu. in St. 
Paul’s Epp., but occurs elsewhere both 
in the N.T. (Luke iii. 18, Acts viii. 
25, 40, xiii. 22, xiv. 15, 21, XVl. 10, 
I Pet. i. 12), and in later writers: 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 32. 1, p. 199, 
and Lobeck, Phryn. p. 267 sq. 

10. Gpre yap] ‘For now,’ not 
contrasting his present conduct and 
former Pharisaism (Neander, Plant- 
ing, Vol. I. p. 222 [Bohn], Wieseler, 
Chronol. p. 178), but emphatically 
repeating the dprt of the preceding 
verse, and calling especial attention 
to his present words ;—‘ Now,—when 
I am using such unhesitating lan- 
guage.’ The exact force of yap 
seems more open to question: it may 
be plausibly taken as in abrupt and 
ironical reference to the charges of the 
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Xprorrod dovAos ove av Hunv. 
I TywpiGw de vuiv, aderdol, To evay- 


The Gospel I preach is 
not of man; and I will 


confirm this by stating my mode of life before my conversion. 


Ir, 5€] Tesch. ydp. 


The externa] authorities for 5¢ are AD°EJK ; many 


Vv. (4th.-Pol. and others onnit entirely) ; Chrys., Theod., al.; Ambrat. (Rec., . 


Griesb., Scholz., Lachm., De W., Mey.). 


For ydp, BD'FG; 17. al. ... 


Vulg., Clarom.; Dam., Hier., Aug., al. (Tisch. ; commended by Griesd.). 
The permutation of 5¢ and ydp is so common that internal considerations 


Judaists ; ‘well! am I now,’ &c. (on 
this idiomatic use of ydp, see esp. 
Klotz, Devar, Vol, 1. p. 245), but 
is perhaps more naturally regarded as 
argumentative, — not, however, so 
much with reff. to the seeming harsh- 
ness of his previous words (Mey., 
Alf.) as to their unquestionable truth, 
the best proof of which lay in his 
being one who was making God his 
friend, and not men; see Olsh. and 
Hilgenf. in loc. welOw] ‘am 


I persuading,’ —Qe2so Cm [sum 


= 
persuadens] Syr., ‘suadeo,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom.; scil. ‘am I making friends of ;’ 
the slight modification of meaning, 
viz. ‘persuadendo mihi concilio,’ as 
suggested by the latter words of the 
clause, being easily supplied from the 
context; see Acts xii. 20, 2 Macc. 
iv. 45, and comp. weica rov Oedy 
(with inf.), Joseph. Antig. Iv. 6. 5, 
vi. §. 6, VIII, 10. 3. The usual 
comment, that wel@w is here used de 
conatu (Ust., al.), is very questionable. 
Of the passages cited in support of 
this meaning, Acts, xxviii. 23 cer- 
tainly proves nothing, and Atlian, Var. 
Hist. 11.6 is not to the point, ‘at- 
tempt’ being implied not by the verb 
but its tense. The same obs. seems 
applicable to Xenoph. Hell. vi. 5, 16, 
Polyb. Hist. 1v. 64. 2, cited in Steph. 
Thes. 8.v. 4 {yrs «.7.A.] 
‘or am I seeking to please, d:c.;’ not 
merely a different (De W.), but a 


more general and comprehensive 
statement of the preceding clause. 
The student will find a sound sermon 
on this verse by Farindon, Serm. XXI. 
Vol. Il. p. 139 (ed. 1849). 
tre GvOp. Hpernxov] ‘ were still pleasing 
men. It is not necessary either to 
press the use of the imperf. de conatu, 
or to modify the meaning of dpécxw, 
‘studeo placere,’'—a meaning which 
it never bears ; see Fritz. Rom. xv. 
2, Vol. 111. p. 221, note, The apostle 
says, ‘I am not pleasing men ; and a 
clear proof is, that I am Christ's ser 
vant, whose service is incompatible 
with that of man.’ The emphasis 
thus rests on ére (Mey., Brown) which 
is not merely logical (De Wette), but 
temporal, with ref. to the preceding 
dors, The Rec. inserts yap after 
el, with D9EJK; Syr., and other 
Vv.; Chrys., Theod., al.,—but with 
but little plausibility, as the authority 
for the omission is strong [ABD!FG ; 
5 mss.; Vulg., Clarom., Copt., Arm.; 
Cyr. (3), Dam.], and the probability of 
interpolation to assist the argument, by 
no means slight. 4pynv] This 
form of the imperf., so common in 
later writers, is found, Xen. Cyr. v1. 
I. 9, Lysias, 111. 17, but is unequivo- 
cally condemned by the Atticists. 
Buttm. remarks that it is commonly 
found when in combination with dy: 
this, however, is doubtful; see Lo- 
beck, Phryn. p. 152. 

11. yvoplle 8] ‘Now I certify, 
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become here of some importance. The question is, does St. Paul here seem to 
desire to carry out further his previous remarks, to explain, or to prove them ? 
In the first case we could only have, as Riick observes, 5¢; in the second, yap 
or dé (5¢ retaining a faint oppositive force, Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 3); in the 


third, only ydp. 
and therefore of dé. 


make known unto you ;’ commence- 
ment of what may be termed the 
apologetic portion of the epistle, ch. 
i, 11—ch. ii. 21. The present for- 
mula, Usteri observes, is always used 
by St. Paul as the prelude of a more 
deliberate and solemn avowal of his 
opinion ; comp. t Cor. xv. 1, 2 Cor. 
viii. 1, 1 Cor. xii. 3 (60d yv.). Aé is 
consequently here (see crit. note) 
what is termed peraBarixédv, Bekk. 
Anecd. p. 958 (cited by Hartung, 
Vol. 1. p. 165), ¢.e. it indicates a 
transition from what has been already 
said, to the fresh aspects of the 
subject which are now introduced. 
For examples of the very intelligible 
attraction 7d evayy.... dri, see 
Winer, Gr. § 66. 5, p. 551. 

otk tor Kard dvOpwrov] ‘is not 
after man,’ te. ‘is of no human 
strain :’ ‘xard complectitur vim pre- 
positionum dwé (?), dia et mapd,’ 
Bengel. This remark, if understood 
exegetically rather than grammati- 
cally, is perfectly correct. Kara 
dvOp., taken per se, implies ‘ after the 
fashion, after the manner of man’ 
(Winer, Gr. § 49. d, p. 358), but in 
the present context amounts to the 
more comprehensive declaration that 
the evayyéAcoy was not dyOpwrwop, 
either in its essence or object; ovx 
brd dvOpwrlywy ociyxectat oyiruar, 
Theod.: compare Plato, Phileb. 12, 
7d 8 éudy Seds..... ovx €ore xara 
dvOp.; where the true qualitative 
nature of the expression is shown by 


The context seems decisively in favour of the first hypoth., 


the further explanation, d\\a wépa 
ro0 peylorov pb8ov. The different 
shades of meaning under which this 
formula appears in St. Paul’s Epp. 
(ch. iii. 15, Rom. iii. §, 1 Cor. iii. 3, 
ix. 8, xv. 32) must be referred to the 
context, not to the preposition ; see 
Fritz. Rom. iii. 5, Vol. I. p. 159 8q., 
and comp. Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 1. 
Pp. 351. 

12. 0088 ydp éya] ‘for neither did 
I receive it, &c.; proof of the pre- 
ceding assertion. The true force of 
ovdé has here been frequently mis- 
understood, but may be properly pre- 
served, if we only observe (1) that 
in all such cases as the present (comp. 
John v. 22, viii. 42, Rom. viii. 7), the 
particle must receive its exact expla- 
nation from the context (‘adsumpt& 
extrinsecus aliqué sententia,’ Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 707), and (2) that 
ovde ydp, in negative sentences, stands 
in strict parallelism and bears corre- 
sponding meanings with «al yap in 
positive sentences; see Hartung, 
Partik. od5é, 2. B. 2, Vol. 1. p. 211, 
and comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s8.v. 
Vol. 11. p. 21 sq. We may thus cor- 
rectly translate, either (a) nam ne ego 
quidem, ‘even I who so naturally 
might have been taught of men,’ 
Hilgenf., Winer in loc., and Gr. 
§ 55. 6, p. 436; or (8) neque enim 
ego, ‘1 as little as the other Apostles’ 
(Olsh.); or perhaps a little more in- 
clusively, ‘ J (distinctly emphatic)-—-as 
little as any others, whether Xpiorodl- 
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Saxrot or dvOpwrodldaxroa.’ Of these 
(8) is to be preferred not only from 
contextual but even grammatical rea- 
sons; for independently of seeming 
tov concessive, (a) would also have 
been most naturally expressed by ovde 
éyw ydp, or kal yap ovd’ éyw (Riick). 
This last objection Meyer considers 
invalid on account of the normal 
position of ydp,—but inexactly ; for 
though dp generally occupies the 
and place, yet when the rst and 2nd 
words are closely united (which would 
here be the case) it occupies the 3rd: 
see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 251. 
mapa dvOpdmov] ‘from man.’ not 
synonymous with dwd dv@pwrov, the 
distinction between these prepositions 
after verbs of receiving, etc. (rapa 
more immediate, dwd more remote 
source), being appy. regularly main- 
tained in St. Paul’s Epp.: comp. 
1 Cor. xi. 23, wapé\aBov dard roi 
Kuplov, on which Winer (de Verb. 
Comp. Fasc. 11. p. 7) rightly observes, 
‘non rapa rob Kuplov, propterea quod 
non ipse Christus preesentem docuit ; 
fee Schulz, Abendm. p. 218 sq. 

obre &iSdy Onv] ‘nor wus I taught it ;’ 
slightly different from the preceding 
wapé\aBov, the é8:5. pointing more to 
‘subjective appropriation, while wapé\. 
only marks objective reception (Win- 
dischm.) : so appy. Beng., ‘ alterum 
(wapéX.) fit sine labore, alterum cum 
labore discendi.’ On the sequence 
ovdé—olre, see Winer, Gr. § 55. 6, 
p- 436, and esp. Hartung, Partik. 
obre, 1. 9, Vol. I. p. 201 sq, where 
this unusual, but (in cases like the 
present) defensible collocation is fully 
explained. In all such passages, d¢ 
refers to the foregving words or sen- 
tence, so that ofre is used as if ov or 
ovx had preceded; dé, in negative 
sentences, having often much of the 


force and functions which «al has 
in affirmative sentences: see espe- 
cially Wex, Anttg. Vol. 11. 157, and 
comp. Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 711. 
The reading ovdé (Rec. and even 
Lachm.) is only supported by AD! FG ; 
a few mss.; Eus., Chrys., al., and, 
as a likely repetition of the pre- 
ceding ovdé, or a correction of a 
supposed solecism, is more than 
doubtful. *"Incvod Xprrrod] 
‘from Jesus Christ; gen. subjecti, 
forming an antithesis to the preceding 
wapd dvOp.; Christ was the source 
and author of it (Fell, Hamm.) ; 
comp. 2 Cor. xii. 1, and notes on 
1 Thess. 1.6. In expressions similar 
to the present (comp. elpjwn Gecoi, 
evayy. tro. Xpicrot), it is only from 
the context that the nature of the 
gen., whether subjects or objectt, van 
be properly determined; see Winer, 
Gr. § 30. 1, p. 168, and comp. notes 
on ver. 7. The peculiar revelation 
here alluded to may be, as Aquinas 
supposes, one vouchsafed to the 
Apostle soon after his conversion, by 
which he was fitted to become a 
preacher of the Gospel; comp. Eph. 
iii, 3, where, however, éyvwplcOy 
(Lachm., Tisch.) is less decisive than 
Rec. éyvipice. It is a subject 
of continual discussion whether the 
teaching of St. Paul was the result 
of one single illumination, or of pro- 
gressive development; comp. Reuss, 
Théol., Chrét., Iv. 4, Vol, U1. p. 42, 8q. 
Thiersch, A post. Age, Vol. 1. p. tro 8q. 
(Transl.) The most natural opinion 
would certainly seem to be this; that 
as, on the one hand, we may reverently 
presume thatallthe fundamental truths 
of the Gospel would be fully revealed . 
to St. Paul before he commenced 
preaching ; so, on the other, it might 
have been ordained, that (in accords 
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ance with the laws of our spiritual 
nature) its deepest mysteries and pro- 
foundest harmonies should be seen 
and felt. through the practical expe- 
riences of his apostolical labours. The 
question is partially entertained by 
Augustine, de Gestis Pelag. ch. XIv. 
(32), Vol. x. p. 339 sq. (ed. 
Migne, Par. 1845). ‘ 

13. totoare yap] ‘ For ye heard ;’ 
historical proof, by an appeal to his 
former well known (hxovc. emphatic) 
zeal for Judaism, that it was no 
human influence or human teaching 
that could bave changed such a cha- 
racter; ob yap dv, el uh Oeds Fv 6 
éxxadUrrwv, ourws dbpdav Exxov pera- 
Body, Chrys. viv dva- 
orpodhy wore K.7.A.] ‘my conversa- 
tion in time past,’ &c. Auth. Vers. 
These words are taken by most inter- 
preters as simply equivalent to rip 
wore (rporépav) dvacr. This is not 
critically exact. As Dr. Donaldson 
suggests, the position of wore is due 
to the verb included in dvacrpodpj: 
as St. Paul would have said dvecrpe- 
gbunvy wore, he allows himself to write 
rhv éuhv dvacrpo¢iy wore. Meyer 
aptly cites Plato, Leg. 111. 685 D 
4 THs Tpolas dkwors Td Sevrepor. 

t@ *IovSairpe] ‘the Jews’ religion,’ 
t.e. ‘Judaism; see 2 Macc. ii. 21, 
xiv. 38, 4 Mace. iv. 26. On the 
specializing force of the art. with 
abstract nouns, see Scheuerlein, 
Syntax, § 26. 2. c, p. 219. 

trdépOovv] ‘was destroying i,’ ‘ ex- 
pugnabam,’ Vulg., Clarom.: see 
Acts ix. 21, 6 ropOjoas ev ‘Tepoveadiy 
rovs émikadounévous, and comp. Asch. 
Sept. 176. It is not necessary either 


to modify the moaning: es wopOety 


with Syr. (Dacor ae eral vas- 


tans), OCopt. (desolabam), and other 
Vv., or to explain the imperf. as 
de conatu (cBéoa éwexelpe, Chrys.), 
with the Greek commentators. As 
Meyer justly observes, St. Paul pre- - 
vious to his conversion was actually 
engaged in the work of destruction: 
he was not a Verwiister merely, or a 
Verstérer, but a Zerstérer: oomp. 
Acts xxii, 4, édiwta Axpt Oavdrov. 
The imperfects accurately denote the 
course of the Apostle’s conduct, 
which commenced and continued 
during the time of his Judaism, but, 
owing to his conversion, was never 
carried out; contrast édlwta, Acts, 
l.c., 1 Cor. xv. g, and see Bernhardy, 
Synt. X. 3, p. 372 8q., where the 
three principal uses of the imperf. 
(simultaneity, duration, and non- 
completion) are perspicuously stated, 
and comp. the more elaborate notice 
of Schmalfeld, Synt. § 55, pp. 
Q7—I11. 

14. cvvmAcKroras] ‘contemporaries.’ 
ZuvyX. is an drat Neydu. in the N.T., 
and is only found occasionally in a 
few later writers, e.g. Diod. Sic. 1 
53, Dion. Halic. x. 49; see Wetst. 
an loc. and the exx. collected by 
Dindorf and Hase in Steph. Thesaur. 
s.v. Vol. vil. p. 1378. The com- 
pound form (compare gupupéroxos, 
Eph. iii. 6, v. 7; ovyxowwvds, 1 Cor. 
ix. 23) is condemned by the Atticists ; 
Attic writers using only the simple 
form ; see Thomas Mag. p. 208 (ed. 
Bern.), Herodian, p. 433 (ed Koch.) 
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ev TW ryevet pov, TEpLaToTEpws Cndwrns UTapxwy Tw 


TATpPIKoY Mov Tapaddcewy. 
reload 15 "Ore de evdoxnoey 6 Qeds, 6 adopicas 
where I abode, and the countries in which I travelled. Tho churches of Judea knew of me 
only by report. 

15. 6 Oeds] ADEJK; mes.; many Vv., but Syr. (Philox.) with ast.; Orig. (1) 
Chrys. (1), Theod. (3), al.; Iren. (1), Aug., al. (Rec., Griesb., but om. om., 
Scholz, [Lachm.] Mey.). Tisch. omits these words with BFG; some mas.; 
Boern., Vulg, Syr.; Orig. (2), Chrys. (1), Theodoret (2), Iren. (1), Orig. 
(interp.), Faust. ap. Aug., Ambrst., Hier., al. (De W’., approved by Mill, 
Prolegom. p. 47). The accidental omission, however, seems probable on 
paradiplomatic considerations, (see Pref. p. xvi), © having O immediately before, 


and soon after it. 


from the first more exceedingly a 
zealot or contender ; modal participial 
clause serving to define more particu- 
larly the peculiar nature of the ad- 
vance which St, Paul made inJ udaism. 
The comparison wepicc. is obviously 
with those just mentioned, the soAdot 
curmyr. &v TH yéver pov. 

TOY WaTpiKov pov wapadccewy] ‘ for 
the traditions of my fathers;’ gen. 
objects after ¢nAwrhs,—object about 
which the {#\os was displayed; comp. 
Acts xxi, 20, xxii. 3, 1 Cor. xiv. 12, 
Tit. ii. 14. The insertion of pov 
qualifies the more general term 
warpixés, making it equivalent to 
the more special rarporapddoros, and 
thus certainly seeming here to limit 
the wapaééces to the special ancestral 
traditions of the sect to which the 
Apostle belonged (Meyer), 2.6 to 
Pharisaical traditions ; comp. Acts 
xxiii. 6, @apicaios, vids Papicalwy, 
and more expressly Acts xxii. 3, xara 
Thy axpiBeordrny aiperw ris huerépas 
Opynokelas Efnoa Papicaios. 

15. Sve St edSdx. «.7.A.] ‘ But when 
it pleased God,’ notice of the time 
subsequent to his conversion, in which 
the Apostle might have been thought 
to have conferred with men, but did 
not. On the meaning of evdoxéw, — 
here marking the free, unconditioned, 
and gracious will of God, see notes on 


xévac «aQg’ 


1 Thess, ii. 8, and on its four con- 
structions in the N. T., notes on 
Col. i. 19. dx Kowrlag 
pytpés pov] ‘from my mother's 
womb,’ 4. ¢e. ‘from the moment I was 
born,’—not as Calv., ‘nondum geni- 
tum,’ Jer. i. §; é« being temporal 
both here and Matth. xix, 12, Luke 
i, 15, Acts iii. 2, xiv. 8, and marking 
the point of time from which the 
temporal series is reckoned: see 
Winer, Gr. § 47. b, p. 328. 

The verb ddopicas, as Jowett ob- 
serves, has two meanings, the first 
physical (4Xth.-Pol.), the second and 
predominant one, ethical and spiritual 
(‘segregavit,’ Vulg., Clarom.) ; comp. 
Rom. i. 1. kal xadcas x.7.A.] 
‘and called me by means of His 
grace; scil, at the Apostle’s conver- 
sion (Acts ix. 3 sq.),—not with any 
reference to a calling, undefined in 
time, which depended on the counsels 
of God, as Riickert tn loc.: compare 
Rom. viii. 30, where the temporal 
connexion between mpowpice and 
éxdXeoe (on the force of the aorists 
see Fritz. tn loc.) is exactly similar to 
that between ddopicas and xadécas in 
the present passage. The xAfocs in 
both cases has a distinct origin in 
time; avrdv [Ocdv] Ep cai wpd aldvuy 
mpoeyywkévas kal pera Talra Kekdn- 


dy Katpdv ddoxiuace, 
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evayyeriCwmat auTov ev Tots EOveriv, evOews ov ™pocave- 


Theod.; comp. Usteri, Zehkrb. 1. 2. 
2, p. 269. Sud rhs xap. 
atrot] ‘by means of His grace.’ 
grace was the ‘causa medians’ of the 
A postle’s call; wavraxol rijs xdpiros 
elval dno 7d way xai THs piravOpwrlas 
avrod ris dgpdrov, Chrys. The moving 
cause of the call was the Divine 
evdoxla, the mediating cause, the 
boundless grace of God, the instru- 
ment, the heaven-sent voice: comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 47, p- 337- 

16. dmoxadtpar] ‘to reveal ;’ de- 
pendent on the preceding eddéxycev, 
not on the participles (Est.),—a con- 
nexion that would involve the un- 
exampled construction (in the N. T.) 
e05éx.—lva edayy., and would impair 
the force of Wa. év dpol] 
“within me; not ‘per me,’ Grot., 
‘in my case,’ Green, or ‘coram me,’ 
Peile, but simply ‘in me,’ Vu'g., 7. e. 
*in my soul ;’ Xptordy elxev év éaur@ 
ANadobvra, Chrys. It may be ad- 
mitted, that, owing partly to linguis- 
tic (see on 2 Thess. ii. 16), and partly 
to dogmatical reasons (Winer, Gr. 
§ 47. 2. obs., p. 322), there is some 
difficulty in satisfactorily adjusting all 
St. Paul’s varied uses of the prep. éy ; 
still, wherever the primary meaning 
gives a sense which cannot be objected 
to dogmatically or exegetically, we 
are bound to abide by it. Here this 
meaning is especially pertinent. Both 
subjectively, by deep inward revela- 
tions, as° well as objectively, by out- 
ward manifestations, was the great 
apostle prepared for the work of the 
ministry ; see Chrysost. in loc. 

On the arbitrary meanings assigned 
to év in the N. T., see Winer. Gr. 
§ 48. a, p. 348. ebayyaAl- 


fopar] Present: the action was still 
going on. ciblos of 
twpocavelduny] ‘straightway I ad- 
dressed c&c.;’ the ei@éws standing 
prominently forward and implying 
that be not only avoided conference 
with men, but did so from the very 
Jirst ; ovx elev ards, ‘ov mpocare- 
Géunv,’ Grr’ ‘evOdws x.7.d.,’ Chrys, 
According to the common explana- 
tion, ev6éws is to be connected in 
sense with dr7\Oov, though in imme- 
diate structure with mwpocave@éuny: 
‘ Apostolus,—que fuit ejus alacritas, 
interponit negativam sententiam qu 
ipsi in mentem venit,’ Winer, comp. 
Jowett, and Alf. It seems more cor- 
rect to say that evdéws belongs to the 
whole sentence, from ot mpogay. to 
"ApaBiay, which, by means of the 
antithesis between its component 
negative and affirmative clauses, in 
fact expresses one single thought ; 
‘immediately I avoided all conference 
and intercourse with man;’ comp. 
Meyer in lec. ob} apoc- 
aveOéuny] ‘7 addressed no communi- 
cation to ;’ not exactly ‘ non acquievi,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., nor quite so much as 


Dene U {non revelavi] Syr., 
= o 


but more simply, ovx dvexowwodpnp, 
Theod., ‘I made no communication 
to, and held no counsel with,’ ‘non 
contuli,’ Beza. The prep. xpds does 
not imply that the Apostle ‘did not 


an addition to that confer,’ (comp. 


Ust.), but, as not uncommonly in 
composition, simply indicates direction 
towards: compare mpocavarliccOat 
Tots pdyreot (Diod. Sic. xvii. 116) 
with rpocavagdépew rots udvrect (ib. 
ib.), in which latter verb the idea of 
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17 ovde amhAOov els ‘lepoooAuma 
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direction is made more apparent; see 
Fritz. Fritzsck. Opusc. p. 204. 

wapkl Kal alpart] ‘jlesk and blood ,’ 
a Hebrew circumlocution for man,— 
generally with the accessory idea of 
weakness or fratlty; see Hammond 
and Lightfoot on Matt. xvi. 17. The 
expression occurs four times in the 
N. T., apparently under the following 
modifications of meaning; (a) Man, 
in his mere corporeal nature, 1 Cor. 
xv. 50, Heb. ii. 14; (6) Man in his 
weak intellectual nature, contrasted 
with God, Matt. xvi. 17 (contr. Mey.), 
comp. Chrys. Vol. x. 675 E, ed. Ben. ; 
(c) Man, in bis feeble human powers, 
contrasted with spiritual natures and 
agencies, Eph. vi. 12. The present 
passage seems to belong to (6); the 
apostle took not weak men for his 
advisers or instructors, but communed 
in stillness with God. Chrys., in 
referring the words to the Apostles, 
himself seemed to feel the application 
too limited, as he adds, ef dé xal wep 
rdvrwv dvOpwrwv rotrs pnow, ovde 
hycis dvrepoduev. 

17. od8 dwhA0ov] ‘nor did I go 
away, scil. from Damascus, — to 
which place the mention of his con- 
version naturally leads his thoughts. 
It does not here seem necessary to press 
ovdé in translation (‘nor yet did I, &c.,’ 
Conyb.), as the context does not seem 
climactic ; see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 3. 
(Transl.) In the present case it has 
appy. only that quasi-conjunctive 
force (see notes ver. 12), by which it 
appends one negation to another, — 
‘non apte connexa, sed potius fortuito 
concursu accedentia,’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 1. p. 707; see notes on Eph. 
iv. 27, Winer, Gr. § 55. 6, p. 432, 
and esp. Franke, de Part. Neg. 11. 2, 
p. 6. The reading dv7\Gov [ Rec. 


C 


with AJK ; mss.; Copt., Syr.-Philox.; 
Chrys., Theod.] seems obviously a 
correction, and is rejected by all the 
best editors. GANG] 
The particle has here its usual force 
after a negation, and implies such an 
opposition between the negative and 
affirmative clauses, that the first is, 
as it were, obliterated and absorbed 
by the second; see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. u. p. 11, Fritz, Mark, Excurs. 
2, p. 773. Schrader is thus perhaps 
justified in pressing the opposition 
between ov mrpocay. and dAdXd ar7ré., 
as an evidence that St. Paul went 
into Arabia for seclusion; contr. 
Anger, Rat. Temp. ch. Iv. p. 123. 
In estimating however, the force of 
é\\d& in negative sentences, caution 
must always be used, as ovx—dAd\a 
(not 5é) is the regular sequence, like 
‘nicht—sondern’ (not ‘ aber’) in Ger- 
man ; see Donalds. Cratyl. § 201. 

als "ApaBlay] ‘into Arabia,’ possi- 
bly the Arabian desert in the neigh- 
bourhood of Damascus, ’Apafia being 
aterm of somewhat vague and com- 
prehensive application; see Conyb. 
and Hows. St. Paul, Vol.1I. p. 105, and 
for the various divisions of Arabia, 
Forbiger, Alt. Geogr. § 102, Vol. II. 
p- 728 sq. This brief, but circum- 
stantial, recapitulation of St. Paul’s 
early history is designed to show that, 
in the early period after his conver- 
sion, he was never in any place where 
he could have learned anything from 
the other apostles. A discussion 
of the object (probably religious medi- 
tation), and of the duration (probably 
a large portion of three years) of this 
abode in Arabia, —both, especially the 
latter, greatly contested points, will 
be found in Schrader, Paulus, Part 1, 
p- 54 8q., Wieseler, Chronol. p. 141 


18 


GALATIANS I. 17, 18. 
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sj., Davidson, Introd. Vol. 11. p. 
75, 80. Aapacxév | 
‘ Damascus.’ This most ancient city 
certainly existed as early as the days 
of Abraham (Gen. xiv. 15, xv. 2), 
and is supposed, even at that remote 
period, to have had an independent 
government (see L. Miiller, Orig. 
Regni Damasc. in Iken, Thesaur. Vol. 
I. p. 721 8q.). After being subdued 
by David (2 Sam. viii. 5, 6), it re- 
volted under Solomon (1 Kings xi. 
24), formed the seat of a very widely 
extended government (comp. 1 Kings 
‘xx. 1), was recovered by Jeroboam, 
the son of Joash (2 Kings xiv. 28), 
united in alliance with the kingdom of 
Israel, but was afterwards taken by 
Tiglath Pileser (2 Kings xvi.g). After 
falling successively under the Babylo- 
nian, Persian, and Seleucid sway, 
it passed at last under that of the 
Romans (B.0. 64; see Diod. Sic. 
XXXIX. 30), and at the time of the 
Apostle formed a part of the depen- 
dent kingdom of Aretas (2 Cor. xi. 
32). For further notices of the history 
of this ancient city, see Winer, RWB. 
Vol. 1. p. 244 8q., Pauly, Real- Encycl. 
Vol. 11. p. 847 sq., Conyb. and How- 
son, St. Paul, Vol. I. p. 105. 

18. try tela] ‘three years;’ scil. 
after his conversion, that being the 
obvious and natural terminus a quo 
to which all the dates in the narrative 
are to be referred; see notes on ch. 
ii. 1. How much of this time was 
spent in Damascus, and how much in 
Arabia is completely uncertain. The 
only note of time in Acts ix. 23, 
hpépac txaval, which appears to include 
this stay in Arabia, has by recent 
expositors been referred solely to the 
time of preaching at Damascus, — 
though appy. with less probability ; 


see Anger, Rat. Temp. p. 122, Wie- 
seler, Chronol. p. 143. 

toropfioa] ‘to visit, to become ac- 
quainted with; scarcely so little as 
‘videre,’ Vulg., Syr., Copt., al., but 
more in the sense of ‘coram cogno- 
scere,’—-to visit and make a personal 
acquaintance with. As the meaning 
of this verb has been somewhat con- 
tested, we may remark that it is 
used by later writers with reference 
to (a) places, things,—in the sense of 
‘ visiting,’ ‘making a journey to see ;’ 
Plutarch, Thes. 30, Pomp. 40, Polyb. 
Hist. 111. 48. 12 ; compare Chrysost. 
dxep ol rds weyddas wéres kal Aaprpas 
KkarayavOdvovres Aéyoucw: (b) persons, 
—in the sense of ‘seeing,’ ‘making 


the acquaintance of ;’ Joseph. Anitg. 


VIII. 2. 5, loropjoat ’EXedoapov ; Bell. 
vI. 1. 8, dv éyw lordpnoa ; somewhat 
curiously, in reference to the pillar of 
salt into which Lot's wife was changed, 
Antiq. 1. 22, lordpnxa 5é adrihy ; see, 
also, Clem. Hom. VIII. 24 (p. 196, ed. 
Dressel), leropjoac rovs Tis Oeparelas 
émiruyxavévras, ib. 1. 9, p. 32; X1x. 6, 
p- 376; and exx. collected by Hilgenf. 
Gal, p. 122, note. There is thus no 
lexical necessity for pressing the pri- 
mary meaning (Hesych. loropei, épwr@) 
advocated by Bagge in loc. The 
reading Ilérpov (Rec.), instead of Kynar 
[A B; afew mas. ; Syr., Copt., Sahid., 
Syr.-Phil. in marg., Atth., al.], is 
supported by preponderating external 
authority ([D EF GJK ; mss.; Vulg., 
Clarom., al.; many Ff.], but is rightly 
rejected by most modern editors as a 
probable explanatory gloss. 

émépava mpds abrév] ‘J tarried with 
him,’ comp. ch. ii, 5, dtapelvy wpds 
buds; Matth. xxvi. §5, mpds tpmas 
éxadegounv (Lachm.); 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 
wpds das 5é ruxdv rapapevd, ver. 7, 
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19 eTepov 


dé Trav amroctoAwy ovk eldov e uy “laxwBov tov aded- 


ériwueivat mpds twas, al., usually with 
persons ; ‘spe nostri scriptores, ut 
ipsorum Greecorum poets passim, wpds 
cum accus., adjecto verbo quietis, sic 
collocant, ut non sit nisi apud, i. q., 
wapa cum dativo,’ Fritz. Mark i. 18. 
p. 202. We may compare with this 
the legal forms, wpds Scacrnrhy Aaxery, 
Demosth. p. 22. 28; dSixas elvac mpds 
tovs dpxovras, ib. 43. 71, &c., where 
the original notion of ‘ going to,’ &c., 
has passed into that of mere direo- 
tion. The émi in éwéuewa is not 
per se ‘intensive’ (Alf. on Col. 1. 23), 
but appy. denotes resi at a place ; see 
Rost u. Palm, Lex. 8.v. éwl, C. 3, 
Vol. I. p. 1048. The verb itself has 
two constructions in the N.T.,—with 
a simple dative (Rom. vi. I, xi. 22, 23, 
Col. i. 23, 1 Tim. iv. 16), and with 
prepp. érl, wpds, év (Acts xxviii. 14, 
Phil. i. 24) ; see notes on Col. i. 23, 
and Winer, Verb. Comp. Il. p. 11. 
hplpas Sexamévre] The reason for 
this shoriness of St. Paul’s stay 
is mentioned, Acts ix, 29. The 
Apostle specifies the exact time of 
his stay at Jerusalem, to show con- 
vincingly how very slight had been 
his opportunities of receiving instruc- 
tion from St. Peter or any one else 
there. 

19. at ph "IdnwBov] ‘save James,’ 
i.e. no other dwrécrodov save him. 
It may fairly be said, that every prin- 
ciple of grammatical perspicuity re- 
quires that, after these words, not 
merely ef5ov, but eldov rdv dxdarodoy 
be supplied; comp. 1: Cor. i. 14, 
ovdéva tudv éBdarica ef wh Kplowov 
xalT'diov. This is distinctly admitted 
both by Mey., Hilgenf., and the best 
recent commentators, even though 
they differ in their deductions: so 
very clearly Chrys. St. James, then, 

C 


was an dxéorod\os (whatever be the 
meaning assigned to the word),—a 
fact somewhat confirmed by the use of 
drooré\ous, Acts ix. 28. The addi- 
tional title, 6 ddekg¢ds rod Kuplou (7d 
ceuvoroynua, as Chrys. terms it), was 
probably added (Ust.) to distinguish 
this James from the son of Zebedee, 
who was then living. Whether it 
follows from this passage, that Jacobus 
Frater and Jacobus Alphei are iden- 
tical (by no means such a fiction as 
Meyer somewhat hastily terms it), 
and that James was thus one of the 
Twelve, is a question which falls with- 
out the scope of this commentary, 
This consideration only may be sug- 
gested; whether in a passage so cir 
cumstantial as the present, where St. 
Paul’s whole object is to prove that 
he was no emissary from the Apostles 
(comp. ver. 17), the use of ddeAgpés, 
in its less proper sense (Kuplou dveyids, 
Theod.,) is not more plausible than the 
similar one—of drécrodos. The most 
weighty counter-argument is derived 
from John vii. 5, ovdé yap ol ddeAgpot 
avrod éwlorevoy els avrév; but it 
deserves careful consideration whether 
éxlcrevoy really means more than a 
proper, intelligent, and rightful belief; 
see even De Wette on John l.c., and 
comp. John vi. 64, where ov miorevew 
is predicated of some of the paénral, 
and where ver. 67 implies some doubt 
even of ol dwoexa. The student 
who desires to examine this difficult 
question may profitably consult Mill, 
on the Brethren of Our Lord, Schneck- 
enburger, on St. James, p. 144 8q., 
Arnaud, Recherches sur U'Eptire de 
Jude, and the review of it by Dietlein 
in Reuter, Repert. (Aug. 1851), Ne- 
ander, Planting, Vol. I. p. 351, note 
(Bohn) ; Blom’s Disputation, (in Vol- 
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beding, Thesawr. Comment. Vol. 1.); 
Credner, Einleitung, Vol. I. p. 571; 
Wieseler, Stud.u. Krit. (Parti. 1842) ; 
and Hilgenf. Galaterbr. p. 219. The 
most recent monographs are those by 
Schaff, Berlin, 1842 ; and Goy, Mont. 
1845. 

20. & 88 ypddo «r.A.] ‘but as to 
what I write unto you ;’ not parenthe- 
tical, but a strong and reiterated 
assurance of the little he had received 
from the Apostles, 4 3¢ ypddw tipi 
being an emphatic anacoluthon: comp. 
Wannowski, Constr. Abs. p. 54 8q., 
where this and similar constructions 
are fully discussed. Ere ob 
WebSopar] ‘(J declare) that I lie not ;’ 
strong confirmatory asseveration of 
the truth, —not of ver. 12 sq. (Winer), 
but of ver. 17, 18. In passages 
marked with this sort of abruptness 
and pathos (see Liicke on 1 Joh. iii. 20, 
p- 245, ed. 2), a verb consonant with 
the context is commonly supplied be- 
fore rx; comp. Acts xiv. 22. <Ac- 
cordingly, in the present case, ypddw 
(Mey.), Aéyw (De W.), éorl (Riick.), 
Suyups (Ust.), have been proposed as 
suppletory ; the first three are, how- 
ever, obviously too weak, the last too 
strong,—evwriov rol Oeod not being 
any more than i? 26), a formal 
oath (Olsh.), Jf any definite word 
was in the Apostle’s thoughts, it was 
perhaps diapapripoyac (Acts x. 42, 
with 687:); especially as, in three out 
of the five places in which évwr. rod 
@eod occurs, this verb (though in 
slightly different senses and construc- 
tions) is found joined with it; see 
r Tim. ii. 14, v. 21, 2 Tim. iv. 1. 
On this use of d7: in asseverations, 
see Fritz. Rom. ix, 2, Vol. I. p. 
242. 


a1. tad KAlpata] ‘the regions,’ 
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‘regiones,’ Vulg., ‘ partes,’ Clarom.; 
a word only used in the N.T. by St. 
Paul, here and Rom. xv. 23, 2 Cor. 
xi. 10. The primary meaning, as 
derivation indicates, is ‘inclinatio’ 
or ‘declivitas,’ e.g. kAluara dpav, 
Eustath. p. 1498. 47 (comp. Polyb. 
Hist. vir. 6. 1), thence with ref. to the 
inclination of the heavens to the poles, 
*a tract of the sky,’ xAtwa ovpavoi, 
Herodian, x1. 8, and lastly, —its 
most usual meaning,—a tract of the 
earth, whether of greater (comp. 
Athen. XII. p. 523 E) or, as in the 
present case, of more limited extent : 
comp. Polyb. Hist. v. 44. 6, X. 1. 3. 
On its accentuation (usually «Alua, 
but more correctly xAtua), see Lobeck, 
Paralip. p. 418. The journey 
here mentioned is appy. identical with 
that briefly noticed in Acts ix. 30; 
see Conyb. and Hows. St. Paul, Vol. 
I. p. 115. Zvplas] Not the 
lower part of Syria, called Pheenice 
(Winer, Ust., al.), but ‘ Syria proper’ 
() dyw Zupla, Strabo), as St. Paul’s 
object is to show the distance he was 
from any quarter where he could have 
received instruction from the Apo- 
stles; see Meyer in loc. In Acts 
xxl. 3, Zupla is used merely in a 
general way to denote the Roman 
province bearing that name: on its 
divisions, see Forbiger, Handb. Geogr. 
Vol. 11. p. 640. Tis Kuiixlas] 
Occasionally mentioned in combina- 
tion with Zupla (Acts xv. 23, 41), as 
geographically conterminous (Alf.), 
and as serving to define what portion 
of the larger province is especially 
alluded to. For a general notice of 
this province, see Strabo, Geogr. XIV. 
5, p- 668 sq., Mannert, Geogr. VI. 2, 
p. 32 sq., Forbiger, Alt. Geogr. § 67, 
Vol, Il. p. 271 sq. 
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22. te Wporewy] ‘in respect of 
personal appearance,’ scil. ‘ by face ,;’ 
ove dwrd Syews yrwpios Ry avrois, 
Chrys. The general limiting nature 
of the dative (Scheuerl. Synt. § 20, 
Donalds. Gr. § 458) may here be fully 
recognised : the Apostle was not un- 
known to the Churches in every 
sense, but only in regard to his out- 
ward appearance. This particular 
dative, commonly called the dative ‘ of 
reference to,’ must be carefully dis- 
tinguished both from the instrumental 
and the modal dat. (1 Cor. xi. 5), and 
may be best considered as a local 
dative ethically used. Here, for- in- 
stance, the Apostle’s appearance was 
not that by which, but as it were the 
place in which, their ignorance was 
evinced; see esp. Scheuerl. Synt. § 
22. a, p. 179, and comp. Winer, Gr. 
§ 31. 6, p. 193, Bernhardy, Synt. 111. 
8, p. 84. Ths lovdalas] 
The Church of Jerusalem is, however, 
to be excepted, as there the Apostle 
was eloropevépevos kal éxropevdpuevos, 
wappnoragouevos ev TH dvdmare roi 
Kuplov, Acts ix. 28. tals 
dv Xpior~] Not merely a periphrasis 
for the adj., ‘the Christian churches,’ 
but ‘ the churches which are in Christ ;’ 
4.e. which are incorporated with Him 
‘ who is the Head: comp. Eph. i. 22, 
23. 

23. dxovovres fioav] ‘they were 
hearing ;’ scil. the members of these 
Churches ; see Winer, Gr. § 67. 1, p. 
555. This periphrasis, which pro- 
bably owes its prevalence in the N.T. 
to the similar formula in Aramaic 


Pia qe >sGs ), serves to express 
7,7: = Qo 
the idea of duration more distinctly 
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than the simple tense; see Winer, 
Gr. § 45. 5, p. 311. In the LXX it 
seems principally limited to those 
cases in which the participle is used in 
the original ; see Thiersch, de Pent. 
II, 11, p. 113. Examplesare found in 
Attic Greek (see Jelf, Gr. § 375. 4), but 
commonly under the limitation that 
the participle expresses some property 
or quality inherent in the subject; see 
Stalbaum, Plato, Rep. VI. 492 A. 

Sr. dé SumKey «.7.A.] ‘our former per- 
secutor ;’ the participle being here, by 
means of the art., turned into a 
speciesof subst., and losing alltemporal 
force; see the exx. collected by Winer, 
Gr. § 57, p. 317, and comp. the very 
bold form, rdv daurfs Exovra, Plato, 
Phedr. 244 E, cited by Bernhardy, 
Synt, Vi. 22. obs. p. 316, “Ore 
is here not the ‘ére recitativum’ 
(Schott),—a use of the particle not 
found in St. Paul’s Epp., except in 
citations from the O. T. (Mey.),—but 
preserves its usual relatival force, the 
‘oratio indirecta’ which it introduces, 
passing afterwards into the ‘oratio 
directa’ in the pronoun. This latter 
assumption Mey. deems unnecessary, 
as St. Paul might call himself, being 
now a Christian, ‘our former persecu- 
tor.’ This, however, seems forced 
and artificial. vThyv wleriy] 
‘the faith,’ objectively represented as 
a rule of life (De W.); comp. ch. iii. 
23, 1 Tim. i. 19, iv. 1, al. In the 
Eccles. writers mloris is frequently 
used in the more distinctly objective 
sense, ‘the Christian doctrine,’ ‘ doc- 
trina jidem postulans’ (e.g. IRgnat. 
Eph. § 16, riorw Oeod év xaxg ddac- 
kala $elpy ; Concil. Laod. can. 46, 
alorw éxpavOdvew ; see Suicer, Thea, 
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If. 1. 
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Has TOTE vov evayyeNiCerat Thy wioTW fv Tote érdpOe 
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24 Kal edokaCov ev euot Tov Qeor. 


When I went up to 
Jerusalem, I comrhu- 


II. "Evera dia dexarercapwv eT OV 


nicated my Gospel both in public and private: I resisted the false brethren, and was 


accredited by the Apostles. 


s.v. wloris, 2. a), but it seems very 
doubtful whether this sense ever 
occurs in the N.T. In Acts vi. 7, 
bwaxovew TH wlorec seems certainly 
very similar to braxovew TQ ebay- 
yerly, Rom. x. 16 (see Fritz. Vol. 1. 
17), but even there ‘the faith,’ as the 
inward and outward rule of life (see 
Meyer im loc.), yields a very satis- 
factory meaning. On the various 
uses of wloris, see Usteri, Lehrd. 11. 
I. 2, p. 91 8q. 

24. dv nol] ‘in me,’ not ‘on ac- 
count of me’ (Brown), or ‘for what 
he had done in me’ (Jowett), but 
simply ‘in me’ (Vulg., Clarom.), ‘ut 
qui in me invenissent celebrationis 
materiam,’ Winer in loc.: compare 
Exod. xiv. 4, ¢évdotac@joouac év 
@apag. God, as Windisch. observes, 
was working tn St. Paul, and so was 
praised «xn him. The prep., in such 
cases as the present, points to the 
object as being as it were the sphere 
in which (Eph. i. 17), or the substra- 
tum on which (1 Cor. vii. 14, see 
Winer, Gr. p. 345 ; comp. Andoc. de 
Myster. p. 33, ed. Schiller) the action 
takes place. The transition from this 
to the common usage of éy in the 
sense of ‘dependence on,’ is easy and 
obvious ; see exx. in Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. s.v. A. 2. b, Vol. 1. p. gog, and 
comp. Bernhardy, Synt. v. 8. b, p. 
210, 


CHaPTeR II. 1, 8a Sexarerodpov 
érav] ‘after an interval of,’ ‘post,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., Copt., Armen.; dexa- 
Tecodpwy wapedOdvrwy érav, Chrys.: 
comp. Acts xxiv. 17, de éra@v wredvwr. 
The meaning of the prep. has here 


been unduly pressed to suit pre- 
conceived historical views. Acd, in 
its temporal sense, denotes an action 
enduring through and out of a period 
of time ; and may thus be translated 
during, or after, according asthe nature 
of the action makes the idea of dura- 
tion through the whole of the period 
(Heb. ii. 18, dd wayrds rob {jy), or oc- 
currence at the end of the period most 
prominent. Thus 5:4 ro\dob xpdvou oe 
éwpaxa is correctly explained by Fritz. 
(Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 163, note), ‘longo 
temporis spatio decurso (quo te non 
vid?) te vidi:’ comp. Herm. on Vig. 
No. 377, b. This is the correct use 
of dd. There are, however, a few in- 
disputable instances of a more lax use 
of the prep. in the N. T., to denote 
an action which took place within, 
not during the whole of a period: 
e.g. Acta v. 19, did ris vuxrds Fvorte, 
where both the tense and the occur- 
rence preclude the possibility of its 
being ‘throughout the night’ (contr, 
Meyer),—so also Acts vi. 9,—xvii. 10 
is perhaps doubtful ; see Fritzsch. 
Opusc. p. 165, Winer, Gr. § 47. i. 
p. 337. Grammatical considerations, 
then, alone are not sufficient to justify 
Dr. Peile’s paraphrase, ‘not till after ;’ 
but on exegetical grounds it may be 
fairly urged that the mention of four- 
teen years, thus undefined bya termi- 
nus ad quem, as well as @ quo, would 
be singularly at variance with the 
circumstantial nature of the narrative. 
With regard to the great historical 
difficulties in which the passage is 
involved, it can here only briefly be 
said ;—(1) The terminus a quo of the 
fourteen years, being purely a subjec- 
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madw aveByv eis “lepocdd\uua pera BapvaBa, ounTrapa- 


AaBov xcat Tiror 
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tive epoch, does certainly seem that 
time which must have ever been present 
to the Apostle’s thoughts,—the time 
of his conversion (Anger, Wieseler) ; 
especially as the &ry zpla, ch. i. 18, 
appear so reckoned. (2) Exegetical as 
well as grammatical (rd\w) considera- 
tions seem to show it was St. Paul’s 
second journey ;—for how, when mis- 
construction was so possible, could it 
be passed over? and how can &t. 
Peter's conduct be explained? But 
(3) chronolog. arguments, based on 
historical coincidences, make it impos- 
sible to doubt that Irenzeus (Her. 11. 
13) and Theodoret (in loc.) are right 
in supposing this the journey men- 
tioned Acts xv., and therefore, accord- 
to St. Luke’s account, the third. In 
@ commentary of this nature it is im- 
possible to allude to the various efforts 
(even to the invalidation of an unques- 
tionable text) to reconcile (2) and (3): 
it may be enough to say that both 
chronological and historical deductions 
seem so certain, that (2) must give 
way: see the sensible explanation and 
remarks of Thiersch, Apost. Age, Vol. 
I. p. 120 8q. (Transl.). A complete 
discussion will be found in the chro- 
nolog. works of Anger and Wieseler, 
Davidson, Jntrod. Vol. Il. p. 112 8q., 
Winer, RWB. Art. ‘ Paulus,’ Conyb. 
and Howson, St. Paul, ch. VIl.: see 
also Meyer tn loc., Alford, Vol. 11. 
Prolegom. p. 26. oup- 
wapahapov xal Tlrov] ‘having taken 
with me also Titus ;’ the ascensive xal 
perhaps alluding to his being uncir- 
cumcised ; comp. Acts xv. 2, IIai\ov 
kal BapydBay xal twas GdAdAouvs ¢é 
avrav. St. Paul was now the prin- 
cipal person (cupmrapadaBey) : at the 


preceding (second) visit Barnabas 
seems to have taken the lead; see 
Meyer in loc. 

2. GvéBnv 8é] ‘I went up too,’ 
dé having ita ‘ vim exponendi’ (Fritz. 
tn loc.), or, as we might perhaps more 
exactly say, its retterative force (Klota, 
Devar. Vol. 1. p. 361, Hartung, 
Partik. 56, 2.7, Vol. 1, p. 168), and 
repeating, not without a slight opposi- 
tion, the preceding dvéBnv. The native 
force of the particle may just be 
traced in the faint contrast which 
the explanation and introduction of 
fresh particulars give rise to. 

Kata dGroxdAuyw] ‘by, scil. in ac- 
cordance with, revelation, —not for my 
own purposes ;’ card as usual imply- 
ing the rule, the ‘normam agendi;’ 
see Bernhardy, Synt. v. 20. b, p. 239, 
241. Hermann’s translation ‘ expli- 
cationis caus&’ must, on exegetical, 
and perhaps even on grammatical 
grounds (see Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 169), 
certainly be rejected. For (1) droxd- 
Avyes is never used in this lower sense, 
either by St. Paul or any other 
of the sacred writers; and (2) the 
current of the Apostle'’s argument is 
totally at variance with such an ex- 
planation. His object is here to show 
that his visit to Jerusalem was not to 
satisfy any doubts of his own, nor 
even any suggestions of his converts, 
but in obedience to the command of 
God. The objection, that the current 
translation would require xard Twa 
droxd\uyw (Herm.), may be neu- 
tralized by the observation that xara 
droxd\uy is in effect used nearly 
adverbially ; see Eph. iii. 3. 

dveBdpny] ‘J communicated ;’ ‘con- 
tuli cum eis,’ Vulg., Clarom., comp. 
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Syr. [patefeci]; ‘ enarravi,’ Fritz.; 
‘ipsa collatio unam doctrinze speciem 
exclus& omni varietate monstrabat,’ 
Beza. The meaning assigned by 
Green (Gramm. N. T. p. 82) ‘ to leave 
altogether in the hands of, or at the 
pleasure of another,’ is more than 
doubtful ; in the only other place in 
the N. T. where the word occurs, 
Acts xxv. 4, T@ Bactre? dvéBero ra 
xara tov IIatdov, the meaning is 
clearly, as here, ‘ communicated :’ 
see Fritz. Opusc. p. 169, and the exx. 
in Wetst. in loc. atrots] 
‘to them,’ scil. to the inhabitants of 
Tepood\upa (ver. 1.), or rather (as 
the sense obviously requires a certain 
limitation), to the Christians residing 
there, —‘ Christianis gregariis’ (Fritz.), 
as opp. to rots doxoicw, the Apos- 
tles; comp. Matth. xii. 15, Luke v. 
17, and see Winer, Gr. § 22. 3. 1, 
p. 131, Bernhardy, Synt. vi. 11. b, 
p. 288. The reference to the Apostles 
collectively (Schott, Olsh.), or to the 
Elders of the Church, is not by any 
means probable. 

nar Slav S€] ‘but privately,’ i.e. in 
@ private conference ; comp. Mark iv. 
34: the Apostle communicated his 
evayyéXcov to the Christians at Jeru- 
salem openly and unreservedly, but 
xar’ ldlay (between me and them, 


a 9 vy =6F 
comso wsleD>, Syr.) entered pro- 
bably more into its doctrinal aspects ; 
comp. Theod. in loc. The meaning 
assigned to dé (‘I mean’) by Alf., who 
appy. denies any second and separate 
communication, seems here very doubt- 
ful (see ver. 4), and that to car’ ldlay 
(‘ preferably,’ ‘ specially,’) by Olsh., 
distinctly untenable, as xar’ ldiay 
occurs 16 times in the N. T., and in 
‘all cases is used in a directly, or (as 
here) indirectly local sense ; see Mark 


ix. 28, xiii. 3, Luke x. 23, &c., and 
comp. Neand. Plant. Vol. 1. p, 104. 
(Bohn). tots Soxodowy | 
‘to those who were high in reputation,’ 
Scholef. Hints, p. 88; see Eurip. 
Hec. 292 (where of Soxoivres is opp. 
to ol ddototvyres), and the exx. col- 
lected by Kypke and Elsner, esp. 
Eur. Troad. 608, and Herodian, VI. 
1, Tods Soxobvras Kal jruxla ceuvord- 
Tous,—in all of which ol Sox. appears 
simply equivalent to érlonox (Theod. ). 
There is not then, as Olsh. conceives, 
any shade of blame or irony (Alf.) in 
the expression, but as Chrys. correctly 
observes, ‘ rots Soxodct,’ pyol, pera THs 
éavrod kal rhy Kowhy dwdyrwy \éywr 
Yijdoyv: see Cicum. in loc. 

pf was alg Kevdv tpéxo, 4} HSpapov] 
‘lest I might be running, or have 
(already) run in vain,’ i.e. ‘lest I 
might lose my past or present labour’ 
(Hamm.), by leaving others to deem 
that it was fruitless and unaccredited. 
This passage presents combined gram- 
matical and exegetical difficulties, both 
of which must be briefly noticed. 
(a) tpéxo. By comparing the very 
similar passage 1 Thess. iii. 5, pajrws 
érelpacev...xal els kevdv yévnrat K.T.X. 
it would certainly seem that rpéxw is 
pres. subj. (see Winer, Gr. § 56 2, 
p. 448, where both passages are in- 
vestigated) ; but there is a difficulty 
both in mood and tense. The former 
may be explained away by the observ- 
able tendency of the N.T. and later 
writers to lapse from the optat. into 
the subjunct. (Winer, § 41. b. 1, p. 258, 
Green, Gr. p. 72); the latter, either 
by considering rpéxw a ‘then-present,’ 
opp. to fdpapov, a ‘then-past,’ or as 
pointing to the continuance of the ac- 
tion. (8) ph wws then, is not num forte 
(an opinion formerly held by Fritzsche, 
and still by Green, p. 82, but well 
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refuted by Dr. Peile), but ne forte. 
(y) &Spapov may be explained in two 
ways ; either (with Fritz.) as an indic. 
after a non-realized, etc. hypoth., 
(Herm. de Partic. dy, 1. 10, p. 54), 
—a structure at which, strange to say, 
Hilgenf. seems to stumble,—or indic. 
after ujwws (fearing lest), the change 
f mood implying that the event 
apprehended had now taken place ; 
see Winer, Gr. § 56. 2, p, 446; comp. 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 34. a. 5, p. 364, 
Matth. Gr. § 520. 8. We 
have then two possible translations ; 
(1) Purpose; dveOéuny.. . wjrws fdpa- 
pov, I communicated... that I might 
not perchance have run in vain (as I 
should have done if I had not, &c.) 
(2) Apprehension ; dve@éuny. . . (poBov- 
pevos) piwrws ESpayov, I communicated 
... being apprehensive lest perchance I 
might really have, etc.; the verb 
‘timendi’ being idiomatically omitted ; 
see Gayler, de Part. Neg. p. 327; 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 152. Of these (2) 
seems most in accordance with St. 
Paul’s style; see 1 Thess. /. c., and 
ch. iv. II. To both translations, 
however, there are very grave ob- 
ections ; to (1) on logical, to (2) on 
exegetical grounds: to (1), because it 
was not on the communication or non- 
communication of his Gospel that St. 
Paul’s running in vain really hinged, 
but on the assent or dissent of the 
Apostles : to (2), because it is incre- 
dible that he who went up kar’ dwo- 
xddvyrw could have felt any doubt 
about his own course. To escape these 
difficulties we must adopt one of two 
explanations (neither wholly free from 
objections): either we must refer the 
words, objectively, to the danger St. 
Paul’s converts might have run of 
being rejected by the Church if he 
had not communicated; or (which is 


‘most probable), subjectively, with the 


Greek commentators, to the opinions 
of others; tva d&ddtw rods raira 
vrowrevovras Sri obx els xevdv rpéxu, 
Chrys.; see Hammond in loc. If 
others deemed St. Paul’s past and 
present course fruitless, it really must 
in that respect have amounted toa 
loss of past and present labour. 

3. GAN of84] ‘But (to distinctly 
prove, @ fortiort, that I had not run 
in vain) not even,’ &c. The emphasis 
rests on Tilros,—Titus, whom the 


_ apostles might have required to be 


circumcised, even while in general 
terns they approved of St. Paul’s 
preaching. On this gradational force 
of d\n’ ovdé (‘at ne—quidem,’ ‘ indi- 
cant, silentio oblitterat& re levivre, 
afferri graviorem’), see Fritz. tn loc. 
(Opusc. p. 178), and compare Luke 
xxiii, 15, Actsxix.2. The true sepa- 
rative force of d\Ad, (‘aliud jam esse 
quod sumus dicturi,’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 2) is here distinctly appa- 
rent. “BAAny dv] ‘ being a 
Greek’ scil. ‘inasmuch as, or though 
he was a Greek,’ xalroc “EAAny Gy, 
Theodoret ; not ‘and was a Greek,’ 
Alf., the appended participial clause 
not being predicative, but concessive, 
or suggestive of the reason why the 
demand was made; comp. Donalds. 
Cratyl. § 305, Gr. § 492 8q. 

dqvayxdoOn] ‘was compelled.’ The 
choice of this word seems clearly to 
imply that the circumcision of Titus 
was strongly pressed on St. Paul and 
St. Barnabas ; see Baur, Paulus, p. 
121. It does not, however, by any 
means appear that the Apostles were 
party to it; in fact, if we assume 
the identity of this journey with the 
third, the language of Acts xv. 5 
seems distinctly to imply the con- 


trary. 
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4. 8d 88 rods wapacdxrous pevda- 
SAdous] ‘and that, or now tt was, 
because of the false brethren insidiously 
brought in,’ scil. ovx twayxdoOn wept- 
TunORvac; explanatory statement (dé 
explicative ; see below) why Titus was 
not compelled to be circumcised, viz., 
because the Wevdddeh gor were making 
it a party matter. The construction 
is not perfectly perspicuous, but it 
does not appear necessary either to 
regard it as a positive anacoluthon 
(Rinck, Lucubr. Crit. p. 171, Hilgenf. 
in loc.), or an anacol. arising from two 
blended constructions (Winer, Gr. 
§ 63, p. 502, still less a connexion of 
ver. 4 with ver. 2 (Bagge, al.). The 
difficulty, asthe Greek expositors seem 
to have felt, is really in the dé: this, 
however, is neither wepirrés (Theod., 
comp. Theod. M.), nor equivalent to 
ovdé (comp. Chrys., Theoph., GEcum.), 
but simply explicative (‘declarat et 
intendit,’ Beng.), and faintly ratio- 
cinative; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p- 362. Alford compares 6é, ver. 2, 
but the uses seem clearly different : 
there the insertion of avrois naturally 
suggests a contrast, while here the 
naked statement odx jwaryx. mepirp. 
as naturally prepares us for a restric- 
tive explanation. TWAPETaK- 
Tous] ‘insidiously brought in,’ Scholef. 
This word appears to have two mean- 
ings, (a) advena, adventitius, dddédr pros 
(Hesych., Suid., Phot.) ; comp. Georg. 
Al. Vit. Chrys. 40 (cited by Hase, 
Steph. Thes. Vol. vill. p, 187). wapetc- 
axte THs wodkews Huay; (8) trrep- 
titius ; comp. Prol. Sirach, xpdéddoyos 
wapeloaxros, —& meaning still further 
enhanced by wapeo7\Gov ; compare 
2 Pet. ii. 1, Jude 4. The compound 
yevdddedgor designates those who did 
not acknowledge the great principle 


of faith in Christ being the only means 
of salvation (Neander, Plant. Vol. 1. 
p. 114, Bohn), while their tntruszve 
character is well marked by the com- 
pounds rapecoH\Oov and rapecodxrous ; 
comp. Polyb. Hist. 1. 18, 3, wap- 
eodyecOa. kal wapeonlaxrew els ras 
wocopxounévas woes. otrives] 
‘men who,’ ‘a set of men who,’—not 
simply equivalent to of (Ust.), but 
specifying the class to which they 
belonged; see Matth. Gr. § 483, 
Jelf, Gr. § 816, and notes on ch. iv. 
24, where the uses of Sorts are more 
fully discussed. The translation of 
Fritz., ‘quippe qui’ (comp. Herm. 4d. 
R. 688), is here unduly strong ; even 
in classical Greek, what is commonly 
termed a causal, may be more correctly 
considered an explicative sense; see 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s.v. 3, Vol. 1. 
p- 383. This too is the prevailing 
sense in the later writers; see Din- 
dorf in Steph. Thesaur. s. v. 


KkatracKkomioat] ‘to spy out,’ ‘2 s 22 


{ut explorarent] Syr,, ‘explorare,’ 
Vulg.; not ‘ut dolose eripiant liber- 
tatem Christianam,’ (Dindorf, Steph. 
Thes. s.v. Vol. 1V. p. 1232), xara- 
oxor. being here used in the same 
(hostile) sense as xaracxoretoat, Josh. 
ii, 2; dpGs ws xal TH TOv Karackéwrwy 
wpoorryople é5j\woe Toy wbdenoy éxel- 
vv, Chrys. év Xpiorg | 
Not ‘per Christum,’ a meaning it may 
bear (Fritz. p. 184) but in the fuller 
and deeper sense ‘in Christ;’ see 
notes on ver. 17. Wa fpas 
Katadovidoovety] ‘that they may 
succeed in enslaving us; the tense 
pointing to the result, the compound 
to the completeness of the act ; comp. 
2 Cor. xi. 20. Although this reading 
is confirmed by a decided preponde- 
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5. ols ovdé] These words are omitted by the first hand of D (Tisch. Cod. 
Clarom. p. 568) E ; Ireneus (p. 200, ed. Bened.), and, according to Jerome, 
in some Lutim manuscripts: Tertullian and Ambrose appear only to have 
rejected the relative ; see adv. Marc. v. 3. It is obvious that such an omission 
would greatly simplify the structure, but this very fact in a critical point of 
view makes it suspicious. When to this we add the immense preponderance 
of external authority, we can entertain but little doubt that ols ovdé is genuine ; 


see Bagge in loc., who has well discussed this reading. 


rance of uncial authority, [ABCDE], 
and the improbability of a correction 
very great, still the instances of Wa 
with a future are so very few (Gayler, 
Part. Neg. p. 169), and these too so 
reducible in number (Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. It, p. 631), that we are not jus- 
‘tified in saying more than this, that 
the future appears used to convey the 
idea of duration (Winer), or perhaps 
rather of issue, seguence (Schmalfeld, 
Synt. § 142; comp. Alf.), more dis- 
tinctly than the more usual aorist 
subj. Though excessively doubtful 
in classical writers (Herm. Partie. 
dy, 11. 13, p. 134), @ few instances 
are found in later authors; see Winer 
Gr. § 41, b. 1, p. 259. 

5. Ty dworayy] ‘by yielding them 
the subjection they claimed; dative of 
manner; see Winer, Gr. § 31. 7. p. 
194, comp. Scheuerl. Synt. § 22. 6, 
p. 180. The article is not merely the 
article with abstract nouns (Green, 
Gr. p. 146), but is used to specify the 
obedience which the false brethren 
(not the Apostles, Fritz.) demanded in 
this particular case. 4 
dAHPaa rod ebayyeAlou] ‘ the truth of 
the Gospel ;’ the true teaching of the 
Gospel, as opposed to the false teaching 
of it as propagated by Judaizers, 
d.e., as in verse 16, the doctrine of 
justification by faith. The distinction 


drawn by Winer (Gr. § 34. 3, p. 211) 
between such expressions as the pre- 
sent,—where the governing noun is a 
distinct element pertaining to the go- 
verned, and such as rAovrou ddnAdrns, 
1 Tim. vi. 17, xawérns fwis, Rom. 
vi. 4,—where it is more a rhetorically 
expressed attribute, though denied by 
Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p. 368, seems per- 
fectly just. A doctrinal import is 
contained in 4% dAjOea roi edayy., 
which is entirely lost by explaining it 
as merely 7d dAnOes edayyércov. 
Stapelvy wpds tpas] ‘might remain 
steadfast with you,’ ‘ permaneat{-eret | 
Vulg., Clarom.; the && obviously 
being intensive, as in Heb. i. 11, 2 Pet. 
iii. 4;-comp. Chrys., twa... Toiro dA 
trav Epywy BeBauhowpev. apd 
tpas] See on ch. 1. 18. 

6. dard 88 rév Soxotvroy dval re 
«.t.A.] ‘ But from those who were high 
in reputation ;’—interrupted declara- 
tion of his independence of the oi 
doxobvres. The meaning of this verse 
is perfectly clear, but the structure is 
somewhat difficult. According to the 
common explanation, dré—elval rc is 
a sentence that would naturally have 
terminated with ovdéey é\aBov or wpoc- 
ehaSduny (nut éd:ddxOnv, Winer, § 47. 
p- 331), or more correctly still, ovdé» 
peor wpocaveréOyn ; owing, however, to 
the parenthesis drotoc—)apuSdve, the 
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natural structure is interrupted, and 
the sentence, commenced passively, is 
concluded actively with €uot yap x.7.X.; 
see Winer, Gr. § 63. I. 1, p. 502. The 
real difficulty of the sentence, how- 
ever, lies in the following yap. That 
it is (a) merely resumptive, Scholef. 
(Hints, p. 74), Peile, al., is indemon- 
strable ; as, of the passages usually 
cited in favour of this force, viz. Acts 
xvii. 28, 1 Cor. ix. 19, 2 Cor. v. 4, 
Rom. xv. 27, the first three are clearly 
instances of the argumentative force 
(see Winer, Gr. § 53. 10. 3, p. 403, 
Meyer on Cor. ll.cc.), while in the 
fourth the words evdéxyoay yap are 
merely emphatically repeated. That 
it is (b) argumentative, either as giving 
a reason for ovdév por diaper x.T.X. 
(Alf.), or for mpdcwmrov Oeds x.7.X. 
(Mey.), is logically and contextually 
improbable, as parenthetical and non- 
parenthetical parts would thus be 
confused and intermingled. If, how- 
ever, yap be regarded as (c) explica- 
tive, the whole seems clear and logical. 
To avoid the words dSoxotvrwy elval re 
being misunderstood, and supposed 
to assign an undue pre-eminence to 
these Apostles, St.,Paul hastily intro- 
‘duces the parenthetical comment, 
leaving the former sentence incom- 
plete: then, feeling that its meaning 
was still so far obvious as to need 
some justification, he reverts to it, 
slightly qualifying it by the emphatic 
énol, slightly justifying it by the ex- 
plicative ydp ; ‘to me (whatever they 
might have done for others) z¢ ts cer- 
tainly a fact that,’ etc. On this ex- 
plicative force of ydp, see Donalds. 
Gr. § 618, Klotz. Devar. Vol. 11. p. 
233 sq., Hartung, Partik. ydp, § 2, 
and comp. Liicke, John iv. 44. 

Of the other interpretations of this 


difficult passage, none appear to de- 
serve special notice except that of 
the Greek writers (Chrys., however, 
is silent, and Theod. has here a la- 
cuna), who connect dré ta&v Sox. im- 
mediately with ov5éy por dad. in the 
sense of obdeula or ppovris wepl Tay 
5ox. (Theoph.), but thus assign an un- 
tenable meaning to dwé, and dislocate 
the almost certain connexion of drofol 
wor hoav with what follows. Furtber 
details will be found in Meyer, De 
Wette, and Fritzsche (Opusc. p. 201 
aq. ). The Vv. are for the most 
part perplexingly literal (comp. Vulg.); 
the Syr., however, by its change of 


yap into =) seems certainly in 


accordance with the general view 
adopted above. tay So- 
Kotvreyv elval ti] ‘who were deemrd 


to be somewhat, eapoims<> 
=x 7 nm 


(qui reputati erant] Syr., ‘qui vide- 
bantur, &c.’ Vuly.; used with refe- 
rence to the judgment of others 
(contrast ch. vi. 2), and so, perfectly 
similar in meaning to rots doxoicw, 
verse 2; comp. Plato, Gorg. 472 A, 
urd wodNGy xal Sox. elval re; Euthyd. 
303 C, TO cepa Kai Sox. re elvac. 

émotol more] ‘ qualescunque;’ wore not 
being temporal, ‘olim,’ Beza, (per- 
haps suggested by the ’ aliquando’ of 
Vulg.), but connected with dzrotox, 
which it serves to render more general 
and inclusive: comp. Demosth. Or. 
de Pace, Iv. 15 (p. 60), éaola wor’ 
éorl airy, cited by Bloomf. and 
Fritz. in loc. dcav may 
certainly refer to the period of the 
Apostles’ lives when they were uncon- 
verted, or when they were in attend- 
ance on our Lord (a view strongly 
supported by Hilgenf.); it seems, 
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however, far more natural to refer 
the tense to a past, relative to the 
time of writing the words. 

obSéy por Stad.] ‘it maketh no matter 
to me.’ For examples of this less 
usual, but fully defensible insertion 
of the dative, see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 
384, and comp. Wetst. in loc. 
apscwmov @eads «.7.A.] ‘God ac- 
cepteth no man’s person,'—mrpbawrov 
put forward with emphasis, while 
Oeds and dvOp. form a suggestive con- 
trast (Mey.); ‘God looketh not to the 
outward as men do, and judgeth on 
no partial principles, and no more did 
I his servant.’ This and the equiv. 
expression BAéwew els rpdowm. dvOp. 
are in the N. T. always used with a 
bad reference ; see Matth. xxii. 16, 
Mark xii. 14, Luke xx. 21. The oor- 
responding expression in the O, T. 
TD NY) (translated sometimes @av- 
pdgew xpbowror; comp. Jude 16) is 
used occasionally in a good sense ; see 
Gen. xix. 21, and comp. Fritz. and 
Schott tn Loc. wpocavedeyto | 
“communicated nothing,’ ‘addressed 
mo communication to,;’ ‘contulerunt,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., and more distinctly 
‘dixerunt,’ &th.-Pol. ‘notum fece- 
runt,’ Arm.; asin ch. i. 16. In spite 
of the authority of the Greek expo- 
sitors (udOovres Ta éud ovdévy wpoce- 
Onxay, ovdev SuipOwoay, Chrys.), and 


appy. of Syr. (aQM0] adjecerunt), 
9 


Copt. [owowah], Goth. (‘anainsokun’), 
al., it still seems more safe to retain 
the same meaning in both passages. 
There is weight in the argument urged 
-in ed. 1 (see, too, Wieseler, Chronol. 
Pp. 195 note), that rpocavéé. here may 
seem to specify addition, as in con- 
trast with dve@éunv ver. 2, still the 


tendency of later Greek to compound 
forms (comp. notes on ch, iii. 13), 
and the perfect parallelism of this 
with the similarly negative formula in 
ch. i. 16, are tacit arguments which 
seem slightly to preponderate. In 
the passage commonly referred to 
(Xen. Mem. 11. 1. 8), rpocavabéc bat 
merely implies ‘ etiam sibi adjungere, 
scil. suscipere’ (see Kiihner in loc.), 
and so proves nothing, except that 
Bretschn., Olsh., Riick., al., must be 
incorrect in translating ‘nihil mihi 
preterea imposuerunt,’ as this ex- 
presses a directly opposite idea. 
Under any circumstances, there is 
nothing either in this word, or in the 
whole paragraph, to substantiate the 
extraordinary position of Baur, that 
the Apostles only yielded to St. Paul’s 
views after a long struggle. 

7. @AAd tobvavrloy] ‘but on the 
contrary,’ scil. so far from giving in- 
structions to me, they practically 
added the weight of their approval : 
TO évavrlov rod péupacbac 7d éwat- 
véoat, Chrys. Surely this was not 
exactly leaving St. Paul ‘to fight his 
own battle,’ Jowett, Alf. 
wenrlorevpat| The principal instances 
in the N. T: of this well-known 
structure will be found, Winer, Gr. § 
32. &, p. 204. On the use of the per- 
fect as indicating permanence, dura- 
tion, ‘concreditum mihi habeo,’ see 
ib. § 40. 4, p. 242. Usteri calls atten- 
tion to the accurate use of the perf. 
here, compared with the aorist in 
Rom. iii, 2, émecrevOnoayv (’Tovdalo) ra 
Adyia Tod Geod. Ths axpo- 
Buorias] ‘of the unctrcumcision,’ scil. 
Tov adkpoBicTwy; ob Tra wpdypara 
Adyww alrd, dd\Ad Ta dd rTovTwr 
yvuptfoueva €6vn, Chrys.; comp. Rom. 
iii. 30. The derivation of dxpof. (not 
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&xpov, Bow, but an Alexandrian cor- 
ruption of dxpowocG@la) is discussed by 
Fritzsche, Rom. ii. 26, Vol. 1. p. 136. 
xabds Ilérpos x.t.A.] ‘even as Peter 
was of the circumcision.’ St. Peter 
here appears as the representative of 
the ‘ Judenapostel’ (Meyer; comp. 
Grot.), on the principle that ‘a potiori 
fit denominatio ;’ for though originally 
chosen out as the first preacher to the 
Gentiles (Acts xv. 7), his subsequent 
labours appear to have been more 
among Jews ; comp. I Pet. i. 1. 
On the use of xa@ws, see notes on ch. 
iii. 6, and on its most suitable trans- 
lation, comp. notes on 1 Thess. i. § 
(Transl.). 

8. & yap evepy. K.7.A.] § For He 
who wrought (effectually) for Peter,’ 


ox 
laaS Syr., ‘Petro,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 


not ‘iw Petro,’ Grot.; historical con- 
firmation of what precedes, added 
parenthetically. There are four con- 
structions of évepyéw in St. Paul’s 
Epp.; (a) évepyéw ri, t Cor. xii. 11 ; 
(6) evepyéw &v run, Eph. ii. 2; (¢) 
évepyéw te Ey tut, ch. ili. §; (d) 
évepyéw Tin els 71, here; comp. Prov. 
xxxi. 12. In this latter case ihe 
dative is not governed by évepydw, as 
the verb is not a pure compound 
[there is no form épyéw], but is the 
dat. commodt. ‘O dvepyjoas, it 
may be observed, is not Christ (Chrys., 
Aug.), but God (Jerome); for, in the 
first place, St. Paul always speaks of 
his Apostleship as given by God 
(Rom. xv. 15, 1 Cor. xv. 10, Eph. iii. 
2) through Christ (Rom. i. 5 ; comp. 
ib. xv. 18, and ch. i. 1); and, secondly, 
this évepyew is distinctly ascribed to 
God, 1 Cor. xii. 6, Phil. ii. 13. 

alg dtooroAfy] ‘for or towards the 
Apostleship,’ i.e. for the successful 
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performance of it (Hamm.), not merely 
‘in respect of it’ (Mey.),—a meaning 
lexically admissible both in classical 
writers (Rost u. Palm, Lez. s.v. els, 
v. 2, Vol. 1. p. 804), and in the 
N.T. (Winer, Gr. § 49. a p. 354), 
but here contextually insufficient, as 
the sense seems almost obviously to 
require the more definite notion of 
purpose, or contemplated object ; 
comp. 2 Cor. ii. 12, els 7d evaryyéAtow 
(to preach the Gospel), Col. i. 29. 
The second eis is joined with ra fry 
by what is called ‘comparatio com- 
pendiaria,’ Jelf, Gr. § 781. 

g. Kal yvdvres] ‘and having be- 
come aware ; continuation of the in- 
terrupted narrative ; ldsvres (ver. 7) 
.... kal ywévres. The former par- 
ticiple appears to refer to the mental 
impression produced, when the nature 
and success of St. Paul’s preaching 
was brought before them ; the latter, 
to the result of the actual information 
they derived from him ; but see notes 
ch. iv. 9. *TdxwBos] ‘James,’ 
the Brother of our Lord (ch. i. 9), 
Bishop of Jerusalem,—and as such 
placed first in order in the recital of 
acts that took place in that Church. 
Ireneus (Her. 101. 12, ad fin.) in 
noticing this subject, uses the strong 
expression ‘qui circa Jacobum Apo- 
stoli;?> see Grabe in loc. The 
reading Ilérp. xai Idx. has bat weak 
external support ([DEFG; Clarom., 
Goth., Theod. (4), Greg. Nyss., al.], 
and on internal grounds is highly sus- 
picious. ot Soxodvres K.7.X. ] 
‘who have the reputation of being,’ ods 
awdvres wavraxo repipépovow, Chrys. ; 
Soxéw “not being pleonastic, but re- 
taining its usual and proper meaning : 
see exx. in Winer, Gr. § 65. 7, p. 540. 
‘The metaphor is illustrated by Suicer 
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Thes.s.v. oridos, Vol. 11. 1044, Wetst. 
in loc., and (from Rabbinical writers) 
by Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 
728, 729. The most apposite quota- 
tions are perhaps, Clem. Rom. 1. 5, of 
Scxacéraroe ordAot, Euseb. Hist. vi. 
41, oreppol cal paxdptoe oridor. 

Sefrds . . . kowovlas] ‘right hands of 
fellowship,’ scil. in the Apostolic office 
of teaching and preaching; comp. 
Schulz, Abendm. p. 190 sq. The 
remark of Fritzsche (Opusc. p. 220, 
comp. Mey.),—‘articulum 7ds degids 
THs kowwvlas non desiderabit, qui deé. 
kow. dextras sociales, t.e. dextras 
ejusmodi, quibus societas confletur 
valere reputaverit,’ is scarcely neces- 
sary. As defcds in the phrase degcds 
5:dévac (1 Macc. xi. 50, 62, xiii. 50) is 
usually anarthrous, the principle of 
correlation (Middleton, Gr. Art. II. 
33) causes it to be omitted with 
xowwvlas; comp. Winer, Gr. § 18. 2. 
6, p. 142. Theseparation of the gen. 
from the subst. on which it depends 
occurs occasionally in St. Paul's 
Epp., and is usually due either to 
explanatory specification (Phil. ii. ro), 
correction (1 Thess. ii. 13), emphasis 
(1 Tim. iii. 6), or, as appy. here, 
merely structural reasons,—the natu- 
ral union of deeds and f5wxay, and of 
f5wxay and its dative ; comp. Winer, 
Gr. § 30. 3. 2, p. 172. 

Wa fp. els ta Wyn] ‘that we— to the 
Gentiles,’ not evayyedc{wueba (Winer, 
Gr. p. 518), as this verb is not found 
with e/s in St. Paul’s Epp. (Mey.), 
but either simply ropev@Ger, or per- 
haps better dwécroha ‘yevdpeda, 
‘ apostolatu fungeremur,’ Beza. 

It is scarcely necessary to add that 
this compact was intended to be 
rather general than specific, and that 


° uwovoy 


the terms &@vn and wepirouh have 
more of a geographical than a 
merely personal reference. St. Paul 
knew himself to be the Apostle 
of the Gentiles (comp. Rom. xi. 13); 
but this did not prevent him (xara 
Td elw6ds, Acta xvii. 2), while in 
Gentile lands, preaching first to the 
Jews ; see Acts xvii. 10, xviii. 5, 
xix. 8. The insertion of péy 
after jets [with ACDE; more than 
30 mss.; Copt., Syr.-Philox. ; Chrys. 
al.] seems certainly a grammatical 
insertion. 

10. pbvoy t&v wroxdv .7.A.] 
‘only that we should remember the 
poor ;’ limiting clause dependent on 
defcds ESwxay and expressive of the . 
condition attached to the general 
compact: ‘we were to go to the 
Gentiles, they to the circumcision, 
with this stipulation only, that we 
were not to forget the poor (in 
Juda; comp. Rom. xv. 26, 27, 
1 Cor. xvi, 3. There is thus no 
ellipsis of alrotyres, wapaxadodvres, or 
indeed of any verb ; the évoy carries 
its own explanation: ‘imperium ips& 
voce pzdvoy adsignificatum, ut id sit 
quod xai wapiyyyecAay,’ Fritz, Matth. 
Excurs. 1, p. 839. 8 xal 
dorotiaca K.1.A.] ‘which very thing 
I was also forward to do,’ literally 
‘which, namely, this very thing, I 

ao «z 
was also, &c.;’ avd Toiro (lan 207 
Syr.) not being redundantly joined 
with 8, ‘per Hebraismum’ (Riick., B. 
Crus., and even Conyb.), but simply 
forming an emphatic epexegesis of the 
preceding relative; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 22. 4, p. 134. Occasionally in the 
N.T. (Mark i. 7, vii. 25, Rev. vii. 2 
al., and (as might be conceived) not 
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&xpov, Bow, but an Alexandrian cor- 
ruption of dxpowo@la) is discussed by 
Fritzsche, Rom. ii. 26, Vol. 1. p. 136. 
Kaas Ilérpog x.1.A.] ‘even as Peter 
was of the circumcision.’ St. Peter 
here appears as the representative of 
the ‘ Judenapostel ’ (Meyer; comp. 
Grot.), on the principle that ‘a potiori 
fit denominatio ;’ for though originally 
chosen out as the first preacher to the 
Gentiles (Acts xv. 7), his subsequent 
labours appear to have been more 
among Jews; comp. I Pet. i. 1. 
On the use of xa@ws, see notes on ch. 
iii. 6, and on its most suitable trans- 
lation, comp. notes on 1 Thess. i. 5 
(Transl.). 

8. & yap evepy. K.7.A.] § For He 
who wrought (effectually) for Peter,’ 


ox 
laa Syr., ‘Petro,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 


not ‘in Petro,’ Grot.; historical con- 
firmation of what precedes, added 
parenthetically. There are four con- 
structions of évepyéw in St. Paul’s 
Epp.; (a) evepyéw re, t Cor. xii. 11; 
(6) évepyéw Evy run, Eph. ii. 2; (c) 
évepyéw re &y rim, ch. iii. 5; (a) 
évepyéw rive els Tt, here; comp. Prov. 
xxxi. 12. In this latter case ilie 
dative is not governed by évepyéw, as 
the verb is not a pure compo.nd 
[there is no form épyéw], but is the 
dat. commodt. ‘O évepyijoas, it 
may be observed, is not Christ (Chrys., 
Aug.), but God (Jerome); for, in the 
first place, St. Paul always speaks of 
his Apostleship as given by God 
(Rom. xv. 15, 1 Cor. xv. 10, Eph. iii. 
2) through Christ (Rom. i. 5 ; comp. 
ib. xv. 18, and ch. i. 1); and, secondly, 
this évepyew is distinctly ascribed to 
God, 1 Cor. xii. 6, Phil. ii. 13. 

alg drrooroAfy] ‘for or towards the 
Apostleship,’ i.e. for the successful 
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performance of it (Hamm.), not merely 
‘in respect of it’ (Mey.),—a meaning 
lexically admissible both in classical 
writers (Rost u. Palm, Zez. s.v. els, 
v. 2, Vol. 1. p. 804), and in the 
N.T. (Winer, Gr. § 49. a p. 354), 
but here contextually insufficient, as 
the sense seems almost obviously to 
require the more definite notion of 
purpose, or contemplated object ; 
comp. 2 Cor. ii. 12, els rd edayyédtow 
(to preach the Gospel), Col. i. 29. 
The second es is joined with ra EOvn 
by what is called ‘comparatio com- 
pendiaria,’ Jelf, Gr. § 781. 

g. Kal yvdvres] ‘and having be- 
come aware ; continuation of the in- 
terrupted narrative; (dévres (ver. 7) 
.... kal yvdvres. The former par- 
ticiple appears to refer to the mental 
impression produced, when the nature 
and success of St. Paul’s preaching 
was brought before them ; the latter, 
to the result of the actual information 
they derived from him ; but see notes 
ch. iv. 9. *"IdxwBos] ‘James,’ 
the Brother of our Lord (ch. i. 9), 
Bishop of Jerusalem,—and as such 
placed first in order in the recital of 
acts that took place in that Church. 
Irenseus (Her. 111. 12, ad fin.) in 
noticing this subject, uses the strong 
expression ‘qui circa Jacobum Apo- 
stoli;’ see Grabe in loc. The 
reading Ilérp. cal "Idx. has bat weak 
external support [DEFG; Clarom., 
Goth., Theod. (4), Greg. Nyss., al.], 
and on internal grounds is highly sus- 
picious. ol Soxotwres x.T.X. ] 
‘who have the reputation of being,’ ods 
wdyTes Wapraxov wepipepovow, Chrys. ; 
doxéw “not being pleonastic, but re- 
taining its usual and proper ineaniug : 
see exx. in Winer, Gr. § 65. 7, p. 540. 
The metaphor is illustrated by Suicer 
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Thes.s.v. crodos, Vol. 11. 1044, Wetst. 
an loc., and (from Rabbinical writers) 
by Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 
728, 729. The most apposite quota- 
tions are perhaps, Clem. Rom. I. 5, ol 
dcxacéraros ordAot, Euseb. Hist. vi. 
41, oreppol xal paxdptoe oTddor. 

Sefds . . . owwovlas] ‘right hands of 
fellowship,’ scil. in the Apostolic office 
of teaching and preaching; comp. 
Schulz, Abendm. p. 190 8q. The 
remark of Fritzsche (Opusc. p. 220, 
comp. Mey.),—‘articulum rds degds 
Tis cowwvlas non desiderabit, qui deé. 
xow. dextras sociales, %t.e. dextras 
ejusmodi, quibus societas confletur 
valere reputaverit,’ is scarcely neces- 
sary. As defids in the phrase degcds 
dcddvac (1 Macc. xi. 50, 62, xiii. 50) is 
usually anarthrous, the principle of 
correlation (Middleton, Gr. Art. II. 
33) causes it to be omitted with 
kowuvlas ; comp. Winer, Gr. § 18. 2. 
6, p. 142. Theseparation of the gen. 
from the subst. on which it depends 
occurs occasionally in St. Paul’s 
Epp., and is usually due either to 
explanatory specification (Phil. ii. 10), 
correction (1 Thess. ii. 13), emphasis 
(x Tim. iii. 6), or, as appy. here, 
merely structural reasons, —the natu- 
ral union of defcas and 5wxay, and of 
&Swxay and its dative ; comp. Winer, 
Gr. § 30. 3. 2, p. 172. 

tva tp. als rd Wyn] ‘that we—to the 
Gentiles,’ not evdayyedcSwueda (Winer, 
Gr. p. 518), as this verb is not found 
with e/s in St. Paul’s Epp. (Mey.), 
but either simply ropev@Qmer, or per- 
haps better dwécrodo: -yevcueda, 
‘ apostolatu fungeremur,’ Beza. 

It is scarcely necessary to add that 
this compact was intended to be 
rather general than specific, and that 


the terms &6vn and *repirouh have 
more of a geographical than a 
merely personal reference. St. Paul 
knew himself to be the Apostle 
of the Gentiles (comp. Rom. xi. 13); 
but this did not prevent him (xara 
7d elw0ds, Acts xvii. 2), while in 
Gentile lands, preaching first to the 
Jews; see Acts xvii. 10, xviii. 5, 
xix. 8. The insertion of pé» 
after qyuets [with ACDE; more than 
30 mss.; Copt., Syr.-Philox. ; Chrys. 
al.] seems certainly a grammatical 
insertion. 

10. péovov trav mraxdav «.7.A.] 
‘only that we should remember the 
poor,’ limiting clause dependent on 
Seftas ESwxay and expressive of the . 
condition attached to the general 
compact: ‘we were to go to the 
Gentiles, they to the circumcision, 
with this stipulation only, that we 
were not to forget the poor (in 
Judea; comp. Rom. xv. 26, 27, 
1 Cor. xvi. 3. There is thus no 
ellipsis of alroiyres, wapaxadobvres, or 
indeed of any verb ; the ,dvoy carries 
its own explanation: ‘imperium ips& 
voce pévoy adsignificatum, ut id sit 
quod xai rapiyyyetday,’ Fritz, Matth. 
Excurs. 1, p. 839. 8 xal 
lowotSaca x.7.A.] ‘which very thing 
I was also forward to do,’ literally 
‘which, namely, this very thing, I 

ao z 
was also, &c.;’ adrd roiro (laa ua? 
Syr.) not being redundantly joined 
with 8, ‘per Hebraismum’ (Riick., B. 
Crus., and even Conyb.), but simply 
forming an emphatic epexegesis of the 
preceding relative; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 22. 4, p. 134. Occasionally in the 
N.T. (Mark i. 7, vii. 25, Rev. vii. 2 
al., and (as might be conceived) not 
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“A ~ @ ao A a > , : . a | 
TWY TTWYwWY Wa pPYNLOVEeVwWLEVY, O KUL ésTovoaca avTo 


TOUTO Tolnoat. 


When Peter dissembled, 
I withstood and rebuked 


11 "Ore de 7AOev Kugas ets "Avrioxetar, 


him, urging that to observe the law as a justifying principle is to make void the grace of God, 


uncommonly in the LXX, there seem 
to be clear instances of a Hebraistic 
redundancy of the simple avrés, but 
appy. never of this stronger form avrés 
obros; see Winer, Gr. l.c., and comp. 
Bornem. Schol. Luc. p. Liv. 
étorotSaca] ‘1 was forward,’ ‘I 
evinced orovdy ; with an appended 
object-infinitive; comp. Eph. iv. 3, 
1 Thess. ii. 17. The aor. is here 
currectly used, not for the perfect 
(Conyb.), nor even for the pluperf., 
nor yet exactly as expressing the 
habit (comp. Alf.),—this usage being 
somewhat doubtful in the N. T. (see 
Winer, Gr. § 40. 5. 1, p. 248, and 
notes on Eph. i. 3),—but simply as 
marking an historical fact that belongs 
to the past, without it being affirmed 
or denied that it may not continue to 
the present ; see Fritz. de Aor. Vi, 
p. 17, and notes on 1 Thess. ii. 16. 
The passages usually adduced (Rom. 
xv. 27, 1 Cor. xvi. £ 8q., 2 Cor. viii. 
I sq., comp. Acts xi, 17 8q., Xxiv. 
17) illustrate the practice, but not 
the tense, being subsequent to the 
probable date of this Epistle. All 
historical deductions from this passage, 
except, perhaps, that Barnabas had 
recently left St. Paul (hence the sing. ; 
see Winer, in loc.), seem very pre- 
carious. 

11, Sre 8& FAV Knyoas} ‘ But 
when Cephas came,’ &c. Still further 
proof of tae Apostle’s independence 
by an historical notice of his opposi- 
tion to, and even reproval of St. 
Peter's inconsistent conduct at An- 
tioch ;: see some good remarks on this 
subject in Thiersch. Hist. of Church, 
Vol. I. p. 123 sq. (Transl.). The 
reading Ilérpos (Rec.) is fairly sup- 


ported [DEFGJK; Demid., Goth. ; 
mss. ; Chrys., al.}, but still even in 
external authority inferior to Kn¢as, 
[Lachm., Tisch., with ABCH; a few 
mss. ; Syr., Copt., Sahid.; Clem., al. ], 
not to mention the high probability o 
Ilérpos having been an explanatory 
change. Kara wpdécurov | 


‘to the face,’ Auth. ‘in faciem,’ 


Vulg, «ama2l> [in faciem 
= 3 9 : 

ejus} Syr.,—not ‘coram omnibus, 

‘aperto Marte’ (Elsn., Conyb., al.), 
this being specified in EumpooBev rdy- 
Twy, ver. 14: comp. Acts xxv. 16, 
and perhaps ib. iii. 13, xara wpdow- 
mov IItAdrou, ‘to the face of Pilate.’ 
The preposition has here its secondary 
local meaning, ‘e regione ;’ the primary 
idea of horizontal direction (Donalds. 
Gr. § 479) passing naturally into that 
of local opposition. This may be very 
clearly traced in the descriptions 
of the positions of troops, &c., by the 
later military writers; e.g. Polyb. 
Hist. 1. 34. 5, ol kara rods édépavras 
raxOévres ; ib. 1b. g, of xara Td Aacop ; 
with wpédcwmrov, 1b, 111. 65, 6, XI. 14. 
6: see Bernhardy, Synt. v. 20. b, 
p. 240, Dobree, Advers. Vol. 1. p. 
II4. The gloss xara oxfua 
(in appearance,—not in _ reality) 
adopted by Chrys., Jerome, and 
several early writers, is wholly un- 
tenable, and due only to an innocent 
though mistaken effort to salve the 
authority of St. Peter, appy. first 
suggested by Origen[Strom. Book x. }: 
see Jerome, Epist. 86—g97, esp. 89, 
the appy. unanswerable objections of 
Augustine (Zpist, 8—19), the sensible 
remarks of Bede in loc., and for much 
curious information on the whole sub- 


GALATIANS II. 11, 12. 


33 


UU 9 ~ 9 , id , iy 
KaTQ TpoTwWTOV AUTH GAYTETTHVY, OTL KATEYYWOMEVOS IY, 


12 


mTpo Tov yap eAOeiv tivas ao “laxwBou pera Trav eOvev 


cuvycOev: Ste Oe HAOOY, UTeaTEAAEY Kal apapiCev éavrov, 


ject, Deyling, Obs. Sacr. Vol. 11. p. 
520 aq. (No. 45). Sr. Kareyvo- 
opdvos fv] ‘ because he had been con- 
demned ,’ not ‘reprensibilis,’ Vulg., nor 
even ‘ reprehensionem incurrerat,’ Wi- 
ner, but simply ‘reprehensus erat,’ 
Clarom., Goth., Syr.-Phil. (Syr. para- 
phrases), al. As this clause has 
been much encumbered with glosses, 
it will be best to notice separately 
both the meaning of the verb and the 
force of the participle. (1) Karayc- 
yvoonew (generally with revés r¢, more 
rarely, tTwd tivos) has two principal 
meanings; (a) ‘to note accurately,’ 
usually in a bad sense, e.g. ‘ detect,’ 
Prov. xxviii. tr (Aquil. é&x»doec), 
‘think wll of,’ Xen. Mem. 1. 3, 1f0: 
(8) ‘to note judicially,’—either in the 
lighter sense of accuse (probably 1 
John iii. 20; see Liicke in loc.), or 
the graver of condemn (the more usual 
meaning). (2) The perf. part. pass. 
cannot be used %s a pure verbal adjec- 
tive. The examples adduced by 
Elsner in loc. will all bear a different 
explanation ; and even those in which 
the use of the participle seems to ap- 
proach that of the Hebrew part. 
(Gesen. Gr. § 131. 1), such as Rev. 
xxi. 8 (perf. part.), Jude 12(aor.), or 
Heb. xii. 18 (pres.), can all be ex- 
plained grammatically ; see Winer, 
Gr. § 45. 1, p. 307. The only 
tenable translations, then, are (a) ‘he 
had been accused,’ or (b) ‘he had been 
condemned ;’ and of these (6) seems ob- 
viously most in accordance with the 
context and the nature of the case. 
As St. Peter’s conduct had been con- 
demned, not merely by himself (Alf.), 
but, as seems more natural, generally 
by the sounder body of Christians at 
Antioch, St. Paul, as the representa- 


D 


tive of the anti-Judaical party, feels 
himself authorized to rebuke him, and 
that too (ver. 14), publicly. 

12, twas drd "IaxéBov may be 
connected together, and grammati- 
cally translated, ‘some of the fol- 
lowers of James ;’ see Jelf, Gr. 620. 
3, Bernhardy, Synt. v. 12, p. 222. 
As, however, in the N. T. this mode 
of periphrasis (ol dd x.7.X.) appears 
mainly confined to places (Mark xiii. 
22, Acts vi. 9, xxvii. 24, al.), or ab- 
stract substantives (Acts xv. 5), it will 
seem most exact to connect dd ’Iak. 
with é\Getv. So distinctly Ath.-Pol., 
omitting, however, the rwvés: the other 
Vv. mainly preserve the order of the 
Greek. We certainly cannot deduce 
from this that they were ‘sent by 
James’ (Theophyl., Mey., Alf.), for 
though this use of dwd does occur 
(comp. Matth. xxvi. 47 with Mark 
xv. 43, and see Fritz. Matth. Vol. 1. 
p- 779), yet the common meaning of 
the prep. in such constructions is local 
rather than ethical, —separation rather 
than mission from: compare Knapp, 
Script. Var. Argum. p. 510. The 
men in question probably represented 
themselves as rigid followers of St. 
James, and are thus briefly noticed as 
having come dwd ‘IaxwBov, rather 
than dé ‘Tepocodvpwv. 
ouvicivey] ‘was eating with them,’ 
i.e. again followed that course which 
in the case of Cornelius similarly 
called forth the censure of ol éx mrepe- 
Tous (Acts xi. 3), but was then nobly 
vindicated. - Of the two follow- 
ing verbs umréor. and ddgwp. (both 
governing éavrév), the first does not 
mark the secret, the second the open 
course (Matth.), but simply the initial 
and more completed acts, respectively : 
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13 a 0 9 
Kat guvuTreKpLUNTaV au~ 


T® Kat of Aotrot “lovdaios, wore kat BapvaBas cvvar7yxOn 


the second was the result of the first, 
De Wette in loc. The reading 
#\Gev (Lachm.) has insufficient ex- 
ternal authority (BD'FG; 2 mas.; 
Clarom.], and is a not improbable 
conformation to the sing. which fol- 


lows. doBotpe- 
vos] ‘fearing,’ ‘because he feared,’ 


Jon Nae Nise [quia time- 


bat]; davies! participle explaining the 
feeling which led to the preceding acts ; 
‘timens ne culparetur ab illis,’ Ire- 
neus, Her. II. 12 (ad fin.). The 
Greek commentators [there is a lacuna 
in Theod.] and others’ (see Poli 
Synops. in loc.) have endeavoured to 
modify the application of this word, 
but without lexical authority. As on 
a different occasion (Matth. xiv. 30), 
so here again the Apostle drew back 
from a course into which his first and 
best feelings had hastily led him. 
Some strongly-expressed remarks on 
this subject will be found in South, 
| Serm. XXvill. Vol. 11. p. 476 (Tegg). 
13. ovvuTrexp. atro] ‘joined with 
him in dissimulation,; result of the 
bad example,—the secession of the 
rest of the Jewish Christians at An- 
tioch from social communion with the 
Gentile converts. The meaning of 
guvuTexp. is softened down by Syr. 
[subjecerunt se cum illo], Clarom. 
(‘consenserunt cum illo’), al., but 
without reason ; these very Christians 
of Antioch were the first who knew 
and rejoiced at (Acts xv. 31) the 
practically contrary decision of the 
Council. A good ‘ prelectio’ on this 
text will be found in Sanderson, 
Works, Vol. Iv. p. 44 (ed. Jacobs.). 
Gore] ‘so that,—as a simple matter 
of fact. In this form of the consecutive 
sentence the distinction between dove 


with the indic. and the infin. can 
scarcely be maintained in translation. 
The latter (the ofjective form, as it is 
termed by Schmalfeld), is used when 
the result is a necessary and logical 
consequence of what has previously 
been enunciated ; the former, when it 
is stated by the writer (the subjective 
form) as a simple and unconditioned 
fact: see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 
772, and esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 155 
sq., and Ellendt, Zex. Soph.s.v. Vol. 
II. p. £101 8q., where the uses of this 
particle are well discussed. Here, 
for example, St. Paul notices the 
lapse of Barnabas as a fact, without 
implying that.it was a necesary con- 
sequence of the behaviour of the 
others. This distinction, however, is 
appy. not always observed in the 
N.T., nor indeed always in classical 
writers: comp. Winer, Gr. § 41. 5. 
I, p. 269. cuvarhy by 
atrév ri troxploe] ‘was carried 
away with them by their dissimula- 
tion,’ scil. into dissimulation : ‘cum 
dativo persons ouvvamrdy. simul cum 
aliquo abduci, etc., declarat; cum 
dativo rei, simul per rem abduci, etc., 
significat,’ Fritz. Rom. xii. 16, Vol. 
Im. p. 88 sq. Zod» thus refers to the 
companions in the 76 drd-yeo@at ; viro- 
xploe. to the instrument by which, — 
not ‘rei ad quam’ (Bretsch., comp. 
Alf.), a questionable construction 
even in poetry (Bernhardy, Synt. 11. 
12, p. 95),—and, by obvious znference,. 
the state into which they were carried 
away ; see 2 Pet. iii. 17. Fritzsche 
cites Zosim. Hist. v. 6, xal airh d¢ ¥ 
Zmrdprn cuvamriyero TH Kowg THs ‘EX- 
Addos adwoe, «.7.A.: add Clem. 
Alex. Strom, 1. p. 311, 79 }80v9 cuva- 
mayduevos. ‘Tréxpiors is well 
paraphrased by Wieseler (Chronol. 
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14. "IovdaixGs fys] This order is maintained by ABCFG; 37. 73. 80; 
Boern., Am., Demid. (three other mss.), Amit.; Or., Phil. (Carp.); many Lat, 
Ff. (but xat ovx Iovd. omitted in Clarom., Sang., Ambrst., Sedul., Agap.): 80 
Lachm., Meyer. Tisch. reads Ov. fis xal ov "Iovd., with DEJK; nearly 
all mss.; majority of Vv.; Chrys., Theod., Dam., Theophyl., Gicum. (Ree., 
Scholz, Alf.). External authority thus appears decidedly in favour of the 
text, and is but little modified by internal arguments, for a correction for 
perspicuity (€0y. {#s) is quite as probable as the assumed one ‘for elegance’ 
(Alf.). wis] It is difficult to imagine why Tisch. rejected this 
reading, supported as it is by ABCDEFG ; mss.; majority of Vv.; Or., Dam., 
and Lat. Ff. (Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., De W., Mey., approved by Mull, Pro- 
legom. p. 123). For ri, which seems very much like an interpr., the authorities 
are JK ; great majority of mss.; Syr.-Phil., al.; Chrys., Theod., Theophyl., 


(cum. (Rec., Tisch.). 


Pp. 197), a8 ‘a practical denial of their 
better [spiritual] insight,’—and (we 
add) of their better feelings and know- 
ledge ; see above, on cuvurexp. 

14. 6p80rro8etcw] ‘walk uprightly ;’ 
an dat deyéu. in the N. T., and very 
rare elsewhere: Dindorf and Jacobs 
in Steph. Thesaur. 8.v. cite a few 
instances from later writers, ¢.g. 
Theodor. Stud. p. 308 B, 443 D, 473 
D, 509 D, 575 E; but I have not suc- 
ceeded in verifying the quotations. 
The meaning however is sufficiently 
obvious, and rightly expressed by the 
‘recte ambulare’ of Vulg., Syr., and 
the best Vv.: comp. ép0drous (Soph. 
Antig. 972), the similar verb épGoro- 
pety, 2 Tim. ii. 15, and notes zn loc. 
On the idiomatic use of the present 
in the narration of a past event, 


when ‘continuance’ or ‘process’ is _ 


implied, see Winer, Gr. § 40. 2. ¢, p. 
239, and esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 54. 
6, p. 96. mpds tiv dd48. | 
‘according to the truth,’ t.e. ‘accord- 
ing to the rule of;’ the prep. here 
seeming to mark not so much the 
aim or direction (Hamm., Mey., Alf.), 
as the rule or measure of the dp8oro- 


deity ; comp. 2 Cor. v. 10, xoulonrat, 
.... wpds & xpatey, and see Winer, 
Gr. § 49. h, p. 361. The objection of 
Meyer, that St. Paul always expresses 
‘rule,’ ‘measure,’ &c., after verbs 
eundi by xard, not wpés, does not 
here fully apply ; as motion is much 
more obscurely expressed in dp0omodei» 
than weperarety (St. Paul's favourite 
verb of moral motion), which appears 
in all the instances that Meyer has 
adduced, viz. Rom. viii. 4, xiv. 1§ ; 
t Cor. iii. 3. tumrpoc Gey 
wavtav] ‘before all men;’ ‘publicum 
scandalum non poterat private curari,’ 
Jerome ; comp. 1 Tim. v. 20. 

The speech which follows (ver. 14—21) 
is appy. rightly regarded as the sud. 
stance of what was said by the Apo- 
stle on this important occasion ; see 
on ver. 15. Uvixds Cis] 
‘livest after a Gentile fashion,’ scil. in 
thy general and habitual way of 
living. The tense must not be over- 
pressed. St. Peter was not at that 
exact moment’ living ¢@vxds; his 
former conduct, however (uera Tdv 
€Ovav ouviofcev, ver. 12), is justly 
assumed by St. Paul as his regular 
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GALATIANS II. ra, 15. 


"I ovdaiCetv ; 


15 ymets queer "Tovdaioe Kat ovk e& €Ovay awapTwrot: 


and proper course of living (comp. 
Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. p. 83, 
Bohn), and specified as such to give a 
greater force to the reproof; see 
Usteri in loc. dvayxates] 
“constrainest thou; not ‘ invitas 
exemplo,’ Grot., nor even ‘ wouldest 
thou constrain,’ Conyb., but simply 


and plainly ‘cogis,’ Vulg., sl 
Syr., with reference to the moral 
influence and practical constraint 
(Hamm., Fell) which the authority 
and example of an Apostle like St. 
Peter could not fail to have exercised 
on the Christians at Antioch. To 
suppose that the Apostle joined with 
ol dd Tax. in actual outward coercion 
(Wieseler, Chronol. p. 198), is neither 
required by the word (see remarks 
in Sturz, Lex. Xenoph. Vol. 1. p. 186) 
nor in any way to be inferred from 


the context. *Tovdatfev] 
‘to Judaize,’ ‘Judaizare,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., ‘iudaiviskon,’ Goth. ; not 


merely synonymous with ‘Iovdaixds 
éjv (Schott, comp. Syr.), but pro- 
bably a little more definite and in- 
clusive, and carrying with it the idea 
of a more studied imitation and 
obedience ; comp. Esth. viii. 17. 

15. hpetsu.r.A.] ‘ We,’ scil. ‘you 
and I, and others like us ;’ xowomoe? 
Td Aeyduevov, Chrys. St. Paul here 
begins, as Meyer observes, with a 
concessive statement: ‘ We, I admit, 
have this advantage, that by birth we 
are Jews, not Gentiles, and conse- 
quently (xal consecutive, comp. notes 
on 1 Thess. iv. 1, and Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. I. p. 107) a8 such, sinners.’ In 
the very admiasion, however, there 
seems a gentle irony; ‘born Jews— 
yes, and nothing more—sinners of the 
Jews at best;’ comp. Stier, Ephes. 


Vol. I. p. 257. With regard to 
the construction, it seems best with 
Herm. to supply éopev to this verse, 
which thus constitutes a concessive 
protasis, ver. 16 (el5éres 8 x.7.X.) 
supplying the apodosis. It is now 
scarcely necessary to add, that in sen- 
tences of this nature there is no 
ellipsis of wév: ‘recte autem ibi non 
ponitur (uév) ubi aut non sequitur 
membrum oppositum, aut scriptores 
oppositionem addere nondum consti- 
tuerant, aut loquentes alterius membri 
oppositionem quécunque de caus& non 
indixerunt,’ Fritz, Rom. x. 19, Vol. 
II. p. 423; comp. Jelf, Gr. § 770, 
and Buttmann, Mid. (Excurs. X11), 
p. 148. This verse and what 
follows have been deemed as addressed. 
to the Galatians either directly (Calv., 
Grot.), or indirectly, in the form of 
meditative musings (Jowett), — but 
with but little plausibility. The speech 
seems clearly continued tothe end of the 
chapter (Chrys., Theod., Jerome), and 
to be the substance of what was said : 
it is not, however, unnatural also to 
suppose that it may bere be expressed 
in a slightly altered form, and in a 
shape calculated to be more intelli- 
gible, and more immediately appli- 
cable to the Apostle’s present readers. 
For a paraphrase, see notes to TJ'ransl., 
and also Usteri, Zehrb. . 1. 2, 
p. 161, dion] ‘by nature ;’ 
not merely by habit and custom as 
the proselytes; éx yévous kal ov rpoo%- 
durot, Theod. Mops. This passage 
is important as serving to fix the 
meaning of es in loci dogmatici, 
such as Eph. ii. 3: see esp. Stier, 
Ephes. Vol. 1. p. re 

Gpaptodol] The point of view ota 
which a Jew must naturally consider 
them (Eph. ii. 12); perhaps with 
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16. xlerews Xpicroi] Tisch. omits Xpicro’, with FG; Boern.; Tert. 
Theod (1),—but here again on insufficient external authority, and not without 
the omission seeming to be intentional, to avoid the thrice-repeated Xp. in 


one verse. 


In favour of the text are ABCDE; mas.; Clarom., Vulg., al. ; 


Chrys. (2), (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., De W.). 


slight irony (Stier, Red. Jes. Vol. vi. 
p. 307). That they were so regarded 
needs no otber proof than such ex- 
pressions as reAdvat xal duaprwdrol : 
comp. Tobit xiii. 6. 

16, eSéres Sé] ‘but as we know,’ 


Oo A 

eles se) Xiso {quia novimus] 

v= Md ma 

Syr.; causal participle (Jelf. Gr. 
§ 697, Schmalfeld, Synt. § 207) at- 
tached to émirevcamev, and intro- 
ducing the apodosis to the preceding 
concessive sentence. Reconsideration 
seems still to show that of the many 
explanations of this difficult passage, 
this is appy. the simplest. According 
to the common interpret., ¢/5. 5¢.... 
Xpicrod forms an interposed sentence 
between ver 15 and the latter part of 
ver. 16; but here S¢ is a serious 
obstacle, as its proper force can only 
be brought out by supplying although 
(De W.) to ver. 15, unless indeed 
with Alf. we venture on the some- 
what doubtful translation ‘ neverthe- 
less,’ or fall back [with AD*®K ; 
some Vv.; Greek Ff. (Rec.)] on the 
still more doubtful omission. 
Stxarodrar] ‘ts justified,’ ‘Deo pro- 
batus redditur ;’ 1d dcxacoic@ar being 

in antithesis to 7d evploxecOac duap- 
 Twrév, ver. 17: see Schott in loc., 
where the different meanings of 
dixacovo bac are explained with great 
perspicuity. The broad distinction to 
be observed is between (a) the absolute 
use of the verb, whether with regard 
to God (Luke vii. 29), Christ (1 Tim. 
iii. 16), or men (Rom. iv. 2, James ii. 
21); and (5) the relative use (‘ratione 
habit& vel controversie, cui obnoxius 


fuerit, vel peccatorum, que vere com- 
miserit’). In this latter division we 
must again distinguish between the 
purely judicial meaning (Matth. xii. 
37) and the far wider dogmatical 
meaning, which involves the idea not 
only of forgiveness of past sins (Rom. 
vi. 7), but also of a spiritual change 
of heart through the in-working power 
of faith. See more in Schott in loc., 
and in Bull, Harm. Apost. Ch. 1. § 2 
(with Grabe’s notes), and on the 
whole subject consult Homily on Salv. 
Ill. 1, Jackson, Creed, Book 1v. 6, 7, 
Waterland on Justif. Vol. vi. p. 1 8q. 
and esp. the admirable explanations 
and distinctions of Hooker, Serm. 11. 
Vol. 111. p. 609 sq. (ed. Keble). 

& Epywv vépov] ‘by the works of the 
law ,’ as the cause of the dixacoboGac; 
comp. Bull, Harm. Apost. Ch. 1. § 8, 
with the notes of Grabe, p. 16 (ed. 
Burt.). With regard to the exact 
force of éx, it may be observed that in 
its primary ethical sense it denotes (a) 
origin (more immediate, dd more 
remote); from which it passes through 
the intermediate ideas of (8) result 
from, and (y) consequence of, to that 
of (5) nearly direct causality (Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. éx, Iv. 1), thus closely 
approximating to Urd with a gen. (a 
common use in Herod.) and da with 
a gen. (Fritz. Rom. v. 16, Vol. 1. p. 
332). In many cases it is hard to 
decide between these different shades 
of meaning, especially in a writer so 
varied in his use of prepp. as St. Paul: 
here, however, we are guided both by 
the context and by the analogy of 
Scripture. From both it seems clear 
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that é« is here in its simple causal 
sense ; the whole object of the speech 
being to show that the works of the 
law have no ‘causalis évépyea’ in 
man’s justification. On the contrary, 
in the antithetical passage in St. 
James (ch. ii. 24) just as dexaodcAae 
has a slightly different (more inclusive) 
meaning (see Hooker, Serm. 11. 20), 
so also has the prep.,—which pro- 
portionately recedes from ideas of more 
direct, to those of more remote causality 
(causa sine qu& non); comp. Hamm., 
Pract. Catech. p. 78 (A. C. L.). 
vépnov] Gen. objecti : ‘deeds by which 
the requisitions of the law are ful- 
filled,’ ‘eorum prestationem que lex 
precipit’ (Beza),—the OMIAT or? of 
the Rabbinical writers, and the 
directly antithetical expression to 
Guapripara vouov, Wisdom ii. 12 
(Mey.) ; see exx. in Winer, Gr. § 30. 
1, p. 167. The vduos here, it need 
scarcely be said, is not merely the 
ceremonial (Theod., al.), but the whole 
law,—the Mosaic law in its widest 
significance ; see Fritz. Rom. III. 20, 
Vol. I. p. 579. 

édv pf] Two constructions here seem 
to be blended, ov dex. dvOp. €& Epywv 
vouou, and ov dex. dvOp. éay ph ded 
wigrews "I. X. The two particles, 
though apparently equivalent in mean- 
ing to d@AAd, never lose their proper 
exceptive force: see Fritz. Rom. xiv. 
14, Vol. Ill. p. 195, and notes on ch. 
1s 9s Sud wlorewg “Incod 
Xprorot] ‘by faith in or on Jesus 
Christ ;’ ‘per fidem in Jesu Christo col- 
locatam,’ Rom. iii. 22. Stier (Ephes. 
Vol. I. p. 447) explains lor. "Ine. 
Xp. both here and (esp.) ch. iii. 22, 
in a deeper sense, ‘faith which be- 
longs to, has its foundation in Christ’ 
(comp. Mark xi, 22, Ephes. iii. 12), 


the gen. "Ing. Xp. being the gen. 
subjectt. This view may deserve con- 
sideration in other places, but here 
certainly the context and preceding 
antithesia seem decidedly in favour of 
the more simple gen. objecti. It 
may be observed that dd here 
closely approximates in meaning to 
éx below, the same idea of causality 
being (as Meyer suggests), expressed 
under two general forms, origin and 
means. We must be careful, then, 
not to press unduly the distinction 
between the prepp.: the antithesis 
is here not so much between the 
modes of operation, as between the 
very nature and essence of the prin- 
ciples themselves. As to the doctrinal 
import of da alorews, Waterland 
(on Justif. p. 22) well remarks, that 
‘faith is not the mean by which grace 
is wrought or conferred, but the mean 
whereby it is accepted or received ;’ 
it is ‘the only hand,’ as Hooker 
appropriately says, ‘ which putteth on 
Christ to justification,’ Serm. I. 31: 
consult also Forbes, Consid. Mod. 
Book I. 3. 10—13. The order 
Xpicrod "Incod is adupted by Lachm., 
but on external authority[AB; Aug. ] 
that cannot be deemed sufficient. 

kal tpets] ‘we also,’ ‘nos etiam 
quanquam natalibus Judzi, legi Mosis 
obnoxii,’ Schott. érioret- 
capev elg Xp. Ino. ] ‘put our faith in 
Jesus Christ ;’ not ‘have become be- 
lievers,’ Peile, but simply aoristic, 
the tense pointing to the particular 
time when this act of faith was first 
manifested ; see Windischm. i loc. 
In the formula miorevew els with acc., 
—less usual in St. Paul’s Epp. (Rom. 
X. 14, 1, 29), but very common in St. 
John,—the prep. retains its proper 
force, and marks not the meredirection 
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of the belief, (or object toward which), , I. p. 179, and comp. Thol. Beitrdage, 


but the more strictly theological ideas of 
union and incorporation with; comp. 
notes on ch. iii. 27, Winer, Gr. 
§ 31. 5, p. 191, and for the various 
constructions of wicrevw in the N.T., 
notes on 1 Tim, i. 17, and Reuss, 
Théol. Chret. Iv. 14, Vol..1I. p. 129. 
The distinction drawn by Alf. between 
Xp. "Ino. in this clause and ’Inc. Xp. 
above seems very precarious, esp. in 
a passage where there is so much diff. 
of reading. Siéru] ‘because that,’ 
*propter quod,’ Vulg., »\f\S0 


Syr.; scarcely ‘for’ (it is an axiom 
that), Alf.,—for though 6:67: [properly 
quam ob rem, and then quoniam] is 
often used by later writers in a sense 
little, if at all, differing from dre (see 
Fritz. Rom. i. 19, Vol. 1. 57), it does 
not also appear to be interchangeable 
with ydp, but always to retain some 
trace of its proper causal force ; comp. 
notes on 1 Thess. ii, 8. The 
reading is doubtful. The text is sup- 
ported by CD*EJK ; very many mas., 
Vv., and Ff.,—and is perhaps to be 
preferred, as 87« [Lachm. with ABD! 
FG ; 5 mss.] seems more probably a 
correction of the longer é:é7:, than 
the reverse. _ od SixaroO4- 
owerat x.t.A.] ‘shall NOT be justified,’ 
‘non justificabitur omnis caro,’ Vulg.; 
Rom. iii. 20, comp. Psalm cxliii. 2, ob 
SixawwOjoerac evwmcdy cov was fv: 
& somewhat expressive Hebraism (see 
Ewald, Gr. p. 657), according to 
which ov is to be closely associated 
with the verb, and the predication 
regarded as comprehensively and em- 
phatically negative; non-justification 
is predicated of all flesh ; see Winer, 
Gr. § 26. 1, p. 155, Vorst, de Hebra- 
tsmis, p. §19, Fritz. Rom. iii. 20, Vol. 


No. 15, p. 79. The future is here 
ethical, i.e. it indicates not so much 
mere futurity as moral possibility, — 
and with ov, something that neither 
can nor will ever happen: see esp. 
Thiersch, de Pent. 111. 11, p. 1§8 8q,, 
where this and similar uses of the 
future are well illustrated; comp. 
PBernhardy, Synt. X. 5, p. 377, Winer, 
Gr. § 40. 6, p..251. On the. 
doctrinal distinctions in St. Paul's 
Epp. between the pres., perf., and 
fut. of StxacofcGac with wloris, see 
Usteri, Lekrb. I. 1. 1, p. go; 
comp. Peile, Append. Vol. 11. note D. 
The order ov dex. €& Epywv vou. ( Rec.) 
is only found in JK; mss.; Goth., 
al.; Theocd. (1), al, and is rejected 
by all recent critics. 

17. et 8é] ‘ But tf, in accordance 
with these premises of thine, assuming 
the truth of these thy retrogressive 
principles ;’ cvAdoylferar 7a elpnudva, 
Theod. {nrodvres] ‘que- 
rentes—inventi sumus ;’ nervosum an- 
titheton, Beng. év Xprorg] 
‘in Christ ;?> not ‘through Christ’ 
(Peile), but ‘tn Christ,’'—in mystical 
union with him ; see Winer, Gr. § 48. 
a, p. 346, note. It is right to notice 
that this distinction between & rH 
and dd rivos is strongly opposed by 
Fritz. (Opusc. p. 184, note), and cou- 
sidered merely grammatically, hig 
objections deserve consideration ; but 
here, as only too often (comp. Rom, 
Vol. 11. p. 82 8q.), he puts out of 
sight the theological meaning which 
appears regularly attached to é& 
Xpirg. In the present passage the 
meaning is practically the same, 
whichgver translation be adopted ; 
but in the one the deep significance 
of the formula (union, fellowship, with 
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Christ) is kept in view, in the other 
it is obscured and lost sight of ; comp. 
notes on Eph. i. 3, ii. 6. 

ebpéOnpev] ‘ were found to be, after all 
our seeking ; not either a Hebraism, 
or a periphrasis of the verb substan- 
tive (Kypke, Obs. Vol. 1. p. 2). The 
verb edpiox. has always in the N.T. 
its proper force, and indicates not 
merely the existence of a thing, but 
the manifestation or acknowledgment 
of that existence; ‘if we are found 
(deprehendimur), in the eyes of God 
and men, to be sinners ;’ comp. Matth. 
i. 18, Luke xvii. 18, Acts viii. 40, 
Rom. vii. 10, al., and see esp. Winer 
in loc., and Gr. § 65. 8, p. 542. ° 

kal atrot] ‘ ourselves also,’ as much as 
those whom we proudly regard only 
as Gentiles and sinners. dpa] 
‘ergone’? ‘are we to say, as we must 
on such premises? ironical and inter- 
rogative :—not dpa (Chrys., Ust. al.); 
for though in two out of the three 


passages in which d@pa occurs (Luke © 


xviii. 8, Acts viii. 30) it anticipates a 
megative, and not as here, an afirm. 
answer, it must still be retained in 
the present case, as uy yévorro in St. 
Paul's Epp. is never found except 
after a question. The particle has 
here probably an ironical force, ‘ are 
we to say pray,’ t.¢. in effect, ‘we 
are.to say, I suppose,’ see Jelf, Gr. 
873.2. Itis thus not for dp’ oJ—at 
all times a very questionable position, 
as in most if not all of such cases, it 
will be found that there is a faint irony 
or politely assumed hesitation, which 
seems to have suggested the use of 
the dubitative dpa, even though it is 
obvious that an affirmative answer is 
fully expected. The same may be 
said of ‘ne’ for ‘nonne:’ see esp. 
Kiihner, Xen. Mem, 11. 6, and ib. 
Tuscul. Disput. 1. 11, 26; comp. 


Stalb. Plato, Rep. viit. 566 A. ‘The 
original identity of @pa and dpa 
(Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 180) is im- 
pugned (appy. with doubtful success) 
by Dunbar, Class. Museum, Vol. v. 
p- 102 sq., see Shepherd, 7b. Vol. v. 
p- 470 8q. apaprlas Sié- 
Kovos] ‘a minister of sin,’ scil., in 
effect, a promoter, a furtherer of it 
(comp. 2 Cor. xi. 15), one engaged in 
its service; duapria being almost per- 
sonified, and, as its position suggests, 
emphatically echoing the preceding 
apaptwrol, —‘ of sin (not of righteous- 
ness), —ofadispensation whichnotonly | 
leaves us where we were before, but 
causes us, when we exclusively follow 
it, to be for this very reason accounted 
sinners!’ El 5é Sre rdv véuov Karart- 
wévres TH Xpior@ WpoceAnrdAvGapey.... 
xapdBaors (or rather, duaptia] rodro. 
veviurorat, els adrdv 7 alrla xwphoee 
rov deonérnv Xptordv, Theod.; comp. 
Chrys, in loc. The argument is in 
fact a reductio ad absurdum : if seek- 
ing for justification in Christ is only 
to lead us to be accounted sinners, — 
not merely as being without law and 
in the light of Gentiles (Mey.), but 
as having wilfully neglected an ap- 
pointed means of salvation,—then 
Christ, who was the cause of our 
neglecting it, must needs be, not only 
negatively but positively, a minister 
of sin ; see De Wette in loc. 

pt yévouro] ‘be it not so,’ ‘ far be it,’ 


‘absit,’ Vulg., Ose (propitius fuit; 
Qo 


comp. Matth. xvi. 22] Syr., 2.e. in 
effect (esp. in a context like the pre- 
sent), ‘God forbid,’ Auth. This ex- 
pressive formula, though not uncom- 
mon in later writers (see exx. in 
Raphel, Annot., Vol. 11. p. 239, 
comp. Sturz. Dial. Maced. p. 204), 
only occurs in the N. T. in St. Paul’s 
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Epp.; viz. Rom. iii. 4, 6, 31, vi. 2, 
15, vil. 7, 13, ix. 14, Xi. 1, 11, 1 Cor. 
vi. 18, Gal. iii. 21. In all these cases 
it is interjectional, and in all, except 
the last, rebuts (as Conyb. has re- 
marked) an inference drawn from 
St. Paul’s doctrine by an adversary. 
The nature of the inference makes the 
revuision of thought (raxéws drorndg, 
Dam.) either more or less apparent, 
and will usually suggest the best mode 
of translation. 

18, eb ydp] ‘ For if,’ direct con- 
firmation of the immediately preceding 
Bh yévoro (Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 1. 2, 
p. 162, note), and indirect and allu- 
sive expansion of the evpé@nuev duap- 
twrol: ‘I say uh yévotro in ref. to 
Christ, for it is not in seeking to be 
justified in Him, but in seeking to 
rebuild the same structure that I have 
destroyed (though nobler materials 
now lie around) that my sin, my 
transgression of the law’s own prin- 
ciples really lies. In the change to 
the first person sing. there may be a 
delicate application to St. Peter per- 
sonally, which ‘clementiz caus&’ is 
expressed in this rather than in the 
second person (Alf., Mey.): it must 
not be forgotten, however, that the 
fervour as well as the introspective 
character of St. Paul’s writings leads 
him frequently to adopt this neracyxy- 
parcopds els éauréy, see esp. Rom. vii. 
7 8q.; 80 also 1 Cor. iil. 5 8q. iv. 3 8q. 
vi. 12, X. 29, 30, xili, 11, 12, &e.: 
comp. Knapp, Scripta Var. Argum. 
No. 12, p. 431, 437. ratra} 
“these—and nothing better in their 
place,’ Meyer. The emphasis rests on 
Taira, not on éduauréy (Olsh.), the 
position of which [sapaf8. ¢uaurév, 
not éuaur. wapaf.] shows it clearly 
to be unemphatic. 
twapapdrny] ‘a transgressor,' scil. rob 
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vdmou ; bb pcoD Ss ge [trans- 
gressor mandati] Syr. But in what 
particular manner? Surely not, ‘in 
having formerly neglected what I now 
reassert’ (De W., Alf.),—a somewbat 
weak and anticlimactic reference to 
evpéOnuev apaptwrol,— but, as the 
following dp, and the unfolding ar- 
gument seem clearly to require, ‘in 
reconstructing what I ought to per- 
ceive is only temporary and prepara- 
tive.’ Reconstruction of the same 
materials is, in respect of the law, not 
onlya tacit avowalofan duaprla (ebpéeé. 
duapr.) in having pulled it down, but 
is a real and definite wapdBaccs 
of all its deeper principles. So, very 
distinctly, Chrys., éxeivor Seitar éBov- 
Aovro, dre 6 wh THpGv Tov vduov Wapa- 
Bdrns* odros els rovvavrlov meprérpee 
Tov Adyor, Sexvds Src 6 THpwy Top 
vipov, wapaBdrys, ob ris wlorews, 
GAA kal avrod rod véuou. 

The counter-argument that the J of 
ver. 18 has ‘given up’ faith in Christ, 
and so could never consider the law 
as preparative (Alf.), is of no real 
force ; for in the first place the éyw 
had not given it up, but had only 
added to it, and in the next place, 
even had he done so, he might equally 
show himself a real though uncon- 
scious mapaBdryy. 

dmavrdy cuvordvea] ‘set myself for- 
ward,’ ‘demonstrate myself to be.’ 
Hesych. cumordvew eraweiv, dave- 
potv, BeBawiv, wapariéévar. This 
meaning, ‘sinceris Atticis ignotum,’ 
Fritz. (Rom. iii. 5, Vol. I. p. 159), 
deduces from the primary notion 
componendi ; ‘ut esset cuvlornyl rt, 
compositis collectisque que rem con- 
tineant argumentis aliquid doceo :’ 
see exx. in Wetst. Rom. iii. §, 
Schweigh. Ler. Polyb. 8. v. The 
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form cuvlornu (Rec.), only found in 
Di(E2)JK; mss. and Ff., seems a 
mere grammatical gloss. 

19. éyd yap] ‘For I truly’ ex- 
planatory confirmation of the pre- 
ceding assertion ; the explicative yap 
showing how this rehabilitation of the 
law actually amounts to a transgres- 
sion of its true principles, while the em- 
phatic éyw adds the force and vitality 
of personal experience. In 
the retrospective reference of wapa- 
Bdrns adopted by De W. and Alf. 
(see above), the yap loses all its force: 
it must either be referred, most awk- 
wardly, to wh yévoiro (De W.), or, 
still worse, be regarded as merely 
transitional. Sud vépov 
vépem amréBavov] ‘through the law died 
to thelaw.’ Of the many explanations 
of these obscure words the following 
(derived mainly from Chrysost.) ap- 
pears by far the most tenable and 
satisfactory. The result may be 
summed up in the following posi- 
tions :—(1) Néuos in each case has 
the same meaning. (2) That meaning, 
as the context requires, must be the 
Mosaic law (ver. 16), no grammatical 
arguments founded on the absence of 
the article (Middleton in loc.) having 
any real validity; comp. exx. in 
Winer, Gr. § 19, p. 112. . (3) The 
law is regarded under the same aspect 
as in Rom. vii. 6—13, a passage in 
strictest analogy with the present. 
(4) Aca véuov must not be confounded 
with da véuov or xara véuorv; it was 
through the instrumentality of the 
law (8a 7. évrodAjs, Rom. vii. 8) that 
the sinful principle worked within and 
brought death upon all. (5) ’Awé@avov 
is not merely ‘legi valedixi’ (comp. 


katnpy}Onv amd rod véuov), but ex- 
presses generally what is afterwards 
more specifically expressed in ver. 20 
by cuvecraipwua, (6) Nouy is not 
merely the dative ‘of reference to,’ 
but a species of dative ‘commodi ;’ 
the expressions {jv ric and dwrofay. 
7wt having a wide application ; see 
Fritz. Rom. xiv. 7, Vol. m1. p- 176 i 
‘I died not only as concerns the law, 
but as the law required.’ 

The whole clause then may thus be 
paraphrased: ‘J, through the law, 
owing to sin, was brought under its 
curse ; but having undergone this, with, 
and in the person of Christ (ch. iii. 13, 
comp. 2 Cor. v. 14), I died to the 
law in the fullest and deepest sense, 
—being both free from its claims, and 
having satisfied its curse.’ The differ- 
ence between this and the common in- 
terpretations lies principally in the 
fuller meaning assigned to dwréBavov, 
and its reference toovveor. A careful 
investigation will be found in Usteri, 
Lehrb, 1. 1. 2, p. 164 8q. . 

how] ‘may live; not a future (Alf.), 
—an anomalous usage (see noteson ver. 
4) that it is surely unnecessary to 
obtrude on the present passage—but 
the regular aor. subj. (1 Thess. v. 10), 
the tense of the dependent clause 
being in idiomatic accordance with 
that of the leading member ; comp. 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 144. 1, p. 296. 

20. Xpiorq@ cvverr.] ‘I have been 
and am crucified with Christ,’ more 
exact specification of the preceding 
dréGavov. This cuvecravp., it need 
scarcely be said, did not consist merely 
in the crucifixion of the lusts (ch. v. 
24, Grot.), but in that union with 
Christ according to which the believer 
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shares the death of his crucified Lord ; 
érelin évrg Barricpare rod re Gavdrov 
kal ris dvacrdoews rUrov €wNjpouv, cu- 
oravpoicbar édéyorTro re Xpiory, 
Theod. Mops. 7 loc. 16 82 otxére 
éya] ‘TZ live however no longer myself,’ 
i.e. my old self ; see Rom. vi. 6, and 
comp. Neand. Plant. Vol. I. p. 422 
(Bohn). The familiar but erroneous 
punctuation of this clause ({@ 6¢, 
ovxére éyw, $f 5é¢ x.7.d.) has been 
rightly rejected by all recent editors 
except Scholz. The only passing 
difficulty is in the use of 5¢: it does not 
simply continue (Riickert, Peile), or 
expand (Ust.) the meaning of Xp. 
cuveor. but reverts with its proper 
adversative force to wa Oey Syow, 
ovveor., being not so much a link in 
the chain of thought, as a rapid, and 
almost parenthetical epexegesis of 
dw ébavov. ty 84) The 
52 does not introduce any opposition 
to the preceding negative clause (it 
would then be dAdAd), but simply 
marks the emphatic repetition of the 
same verb (Hartung, Partik. 5é, 2. 
17, Vol. 1. p. 168), just retaining, 
however, that sub-adversative force 
which is so common when a clause is 
added, expressing a new, though not 
a dissimilar thought; see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11 p. 36r. On 
the doctrinal import of {7 év ¢uol Xp. 
(‘Christ and His Spirit dwelling in 
them, and as the soul of their souls 
moving them unto such both inward 
and outward actions, as in the sight 
of God are acceptable’), see Hooker, 
Serm. iI. 1, Vol. lI. p. 764 sq. (ed. 
Keble). 8 8¢ viv £6] ‘yes, 
the life which now Ilive ;’ explanatory 
and partially concessive clause, obvia- 
ting the possible objection arising from 
the seeming incompatibility of the 


assertion (7 év éuol Xp. with the fact 
of the actual (fu éy capxi: ‘it is true,’ 
says the Apostle, ‘I do yet live in the 
flesh, an earthly atmosphere is still 
around me, but even thus I live and 
breathe in the pure element of faith, 
—faith in Him who loved me, yea and 
(xal) gave such proofs of His love.’ 
With regard to the construction it is 
only necessary to observe that 8 is 
not ‘quod attinet ad id quod’ (Winer), 
but simply the accus. objectt after (0, 
scil, rhy 5¢ (why qv viv ¢@: comp. 
Rom. vi. 10, 8 yap dwé@ave, and see 
Fritz. in loc., Vol I. p. 393. 

82 is thus not merely continuative 
(De W.), but serves both to limit and 
explain the preceding words (comp. 
t Cor. i. 16, and Winer, Gr. § 53. 7, 
b, p. 393), its true oppositive force 
being sufficiently clear when the sup- 
pressed thought (see below) is pro- 
perly -supplied: see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 366. viv] 
The reference of this particle is doubt- 
ful. It may specify the period since 
the Apostle’s conversion, but is much 
more plausibly referred by Chrys., 
Theod., al. to the present life in the 
flesh, ‘hec vita mea terrestris ;’ see 
Phil. i. 22. In the former case the 
qualitative and tacitly contrasting év 
oapki (‘earthly existence,’ ‘ life in the 
phenomenal world,’ alcOyrh {wi, 
Chrys.; comp. Miiller, on Sin, Vol. 1. 
p- 453, Clark) would seem wholly 
superfluous. iv rlove | 
‘in faith. The instrumental sense, 
‘by faith,’ adopted by Theodoret, and 
several ancient as well as modern ex- 
positors, is, though inexact, not gram- 
matically untenable. The deeper mean- 
ing of the words is, however, thus 
completely lost. On this ‘life in 
faith’ see the middle and latter portion 


44 


2I 


ouK aber a TH xapu too Ocou ef 


GALATIANS II. 21. 


yap dta vopou 


Otxatoourn, a dpa X pisos dwpeay ameQavev. 


of a profound paper, ‘ Bemerk. zum 
Begriffe der Religion,’ by Lechler, 
Stud. u. Kritik. for 1851, Part. tv. 
Tq Tod viod rod Geot] ‘namely that 
of the Son of God,’ distinctive, and 
with solemn emphasis,—the insertion 
of the article serving both to specify 
and to enhance, ‘in fide, efque Filii 
Dei’ (see notes on 1 Tim. i. 13, and 
on 2 Tim, i. 13), while the august 
title, by intimating the true fountain 
of life (John v. 26), tends to add con- 
firmation and assurance; 8rav mepl 
ToD Tlod voety é0éAns, wabwy rlva éorl 
Ta év TG Warpl, radra cal &v 7G Tig 
elvac wloreve, Athan. on Matth. xi. 
27, Vol. I. p. 153, (ed Bened.). 

The reading of Lachm. r@ rot Ocob 
kai Xpiorod, rob dy. is supported by 
BD'FG ; Clarom.,—but has every 
appearance of being a gloss; see 
Meyer (critical notes), p. 29. 

Kal mapaddvros «.t.A.] ‘and (as a 
proof of his love) gave Himself, &c.; 
the xai being efaynrixér, and illus- 
tratively subjoining the practical 
proof; see Fritz. Rom. ix. 23, Vol. 
IT. p. 339, and on this and other uses 
of xal, notes on Phil. iv. 12. 

trip duod] ‘for me,’ ‘pro me,’ Vulg.; 
to atone for me and to save me. On 
the dogmatical meaning of this 
prep., see notes on ch. iii. 13. 

- 21. ov GBerd] ‘I do not make 
void,’ ‘nullify,’ not ‘ abjicio,’ Vulg., 
still less dryuditw, Theod.,—but ‘non 
irritam facio,’ scil. ‘ut dicam per 
legem esse justitiam,’ Aug.; comp. 1 
Cor. i. 19, Thy civeow THY oUveTady abe- 
rhow; ch, iii. 15, dBere? (5tadHxnv) ; so 
1 Mace. xv. 27, #0érnce wdvra boa 
ouvéfero a’rg; and frequently in 
Polyb., see Schweigh. Lex. s.v. The 
verb is sometimes found in the milder 
sense of ‘ despising,’ ‘rejecting,’ &c— 


with persons (Luke x. 16, John xii. 
48, 1 Thess, iv. 8); but this obviously 
falls short of the meaning in the pre- 
sent context. tiv xdpw rod 
cod! ‘the grace of God,’ as shown 
in the death of Christ, and our justi- 
fication by faith in Him; not ‘the 
Gospel,’ as Hamm. on Heb. xiii. 9. 
In our justification, as it is well said 
in the Homilies, there are three things 
which go together,—on God’s part 
His grace and mercy; upon Christ’s 
part the satisfaction of God’s justice ; 
and upon our part true and lively 
faith in the merits of Jesus Christ, 
on Salvat. Part 1. yap 
explains and justifies the preceding 
declaration ; ‘I say ovx dOerd, for it 
is an immediate inference that if the 
law could have been the medium of 
dixacog., Christ’s death would have 
been purposeless,’ | Sia 
vépou] ‘by means of the law,’ as a 
medium of dixacoovvy: emphatic, as 
the position shows, and antithetical to 
Xpiords in the succeeding clause. In 
the present verse it is in effect 
asserted that the véuos is not a medium 
of dixatog’vn (eis xrijow Scxacocivns 
dpxet, Theod.); in ch. iii. 11, it is 
asserted not to be the sphere of it, and 
in ch. iii. 21, not the origin. 


Sixarootvn] ‘righteousness,’ Yeo. 


Syr., ‘justitia,’ Vulg.; not equivalent 
to dixalwors (Whately, Dangers, &c., 
§ 4), nor yet, strictly considered, the 
result of it, but appy. in the most 
inclusive meaning of the term— 
righteousness, whether imputed, by 
which we are accounted 8lxa:o, or 
infused and inherent, by which we 
could be found so; see Hooker, 
Serm. Il. 3, 21, where the distinction 
between justifying and sanctifying 
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O foolish Galatians, is 
not the Spirit which 
ye have received an 
evidence that justifi- 
cation is by faith, 


righteousness is drawn out with admi- 
rable perspicuity. On the meaning of 
the word, see Andrewes, Serm. v. 
Vol. v. p. 114 (A. C. L.), Waterland, 
Justif. Vol. vi. p. 4, and for some 
acute remarks on its lexical aspects, 
Knox, Remains, Vol. 11. p. 276. 

&pa] ‘ then,’ t.e. ‘the obvious infer- 
ence is.” On the meaning of dpa, see 
notes, ch. Vv. UI. Swpedv | 
‘ for nought, without cause ;’ not here 
‘frustra’ (Grot.), ‘sine effectu,’—but 
‘sine justd causd,’ Tittm. Synon. I. p. 
161; wepirrds 6 TOU Xpiorod Gdvaros, 
Chrys., ‘superflue mortuus est Chr.,’ 
Jerome: comp. John xv. 25, éulonody 
pe Swpedy; Psalm xxxiv. (xxxv.) 7, 
Swpedy Expuydy por Scapfopdy (Symm. 
dvariws). So 03M, which the LXX 
frequently translate by Swpedy, has 
the meaning ‘in nullum bonum finem,’ 
as well as ‘gratis’ and ‘frustra :’ 
comp. Gesen. Lex. s.v., Vorst, de 
Hebraism. vit. 6, p. 228, 229. 


Cuapter III. 1. dvénroe Tad.) 
‘foolish Galatians ;’ fervid and indig- 
nant application of the results of the 
preceding demonstration to the case 
of his readers. The epithet dvdnros 
is used in three other passages by St. 
Paul,—Rom. i. 14, opp. to codds ; 
1 Tim. vi. 9, joined with BAaBepés ; 
Tit. iii, 3, with dwec@)s and rAavd- 
pevos,—and in all seems to mark not 
so much a dulness in (‘ insensati,’ 
Vulg.), as a deficiency tm, or rather 
an insufficient application oS, the 


voids ; comp. Syr. Judi ict 


[destituti mente], and Luke xxiv. 18, 
where while Spadvs 77 xapdlg denotes 
the defect in heart, avdnros seems to 
mark the defect in head; comp. 


1D! a, 
eBackxavey, ots 
and not by the works of the Jaw ? 
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Tittm. Synon. 1. p. 144, where this 
word is defined somewhat artificially, 
but rightly distinguished from &dpwy 
and dovveros which seem to point 
respectively rather to ‘ senselessness’ 
and ‘slowness of understanding.’ 

It cannot then be asserted (Brown) 
that the Galatians were proverbially 
stupid ; comp. Callim. H. Del. 184, 
&dpou pvAy. Themistius, who him- 
self spent some time in the (then ex- 
tended, Forbig. Geogr. Vol. 11. p. 364) 
province gives a very different cha- 
racter: of d¢ dvdpes tore Sre dtets xal 
ayxivoe Kal edpabécrepa ray dyay 
"EAA}vwy’ Kal rpiBwvlov rapapavévros 
éxxpépavrat evOus, Bowrep Tris AlOou ra 
adhpia, Orat. 23, ad fin. p. 299 (ed. 
Harduin). Versatility andinconstancy, 
as the Epistle shows (comp. notes on 
ch, i. 6), were the true characteristics 
of the Galatian. Foolishness must 
have been often, as in the present case, 
not an unnatural concomitant. 

tpas éPdoxavey] ‘did bewitch you,’ 
‘fascinavit vos,’ Vulg., Clarom. The 
verb Bacxalww is derived from Bdfwu, 
Bdoxw (Pott, Etym. Forsch. Vol. 1. p. 
271), and perhaps signified originally 
‘mal& lingu& nocere ;’ comp. Benfey, 
Wurzellex. Vol. 11. p. 104. Here, 
however, the reference appears rather 
to the bewitching influence of the evil 
eye (comp. Ecclus. xiv. 8, Backalywy 
é6p0arhu@, and see Elsner, in loc., 
Winer, RWB. Art. ‘Zauberei’), though 
not necessarily ‘the evil eye of 


envy,’ (Chrys.; comp. Syr. yates) 
~o 


asin this latter sense Back. is com- 
monly with a dat. (but in Ecclus, 
xiv. 6, Ignat. Rom. 3, with accus.); 
see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 462, Pierson, 
Herodian, p. 470. The addi- 


46 


GALATIANS III. 1, 2. 


Q ’ > ei -« 9 , J 2 x 
Xpisros mpoeypadhy ev vpiv exravpwpevos 5 TOUTO 


povov Gedo pabeiv ad’ vuov, e& Epywv vonov to Ivevua 


tion, T7 dAndela ph welOecOur [ Rec. 
with CD®E*JK; mss.; Vulg. (but 
not all mas.), Ath.-Pol., al.; Ath., 
Theod.], is rightly rejected by most 
modern editors, both as deficient in 
external authority [omitted in ABD! 
E'FG.; 2 mss.; Syr., and nearly all 
Vv.], and as an apparent gloss from 
ch. v. 7. apoeypadn | 
‘was openly set forth,’ ‘ proscriptus 
est,’ Vuly., Clarom. The meaning of 
this word has been much discussed. 
The ancient (comp. Syr.) and popular 
gloss is éfuypad}6n (Theoph., Hicum., 
and appy. Chrys., Theod.), but with- 
out any lexical authority ; for common 
as is the use of ypddw in a pictorial 
pense, there appears no certain in- 
stance of mpoypddw being ever so 
used: see Rettig, Stud. wu. Krit. 1830, 
p. 96 sq. We can then only safely 
translate mpoeypd¢n either (a) ‘ antea 
scriptus est,’ or (8) ‘palam scriptus 
est.’ Between these it is difficult to 
decide. Considered lexically (a) seems 
the most probable ; for though (8) is 
appy. the more common meaning in 
Hellenic writers (Plutarch, Camill. § 
11, comp. Polyb. fist. XXXII. 21. 12, 
al.), yet in the three other passages tn 
the N. T. in which mpoypdgw occurs, 
viz., Rom. xv. 4, Eph. iii. 3, Jude 4, 
it is used in the former sense. Both 
meanings occur in the LXX: (a) in 
1 Esdr. vi. 32 (Ald.) ; (8) in 1 Macc. x. 
36. Contextual considerations seem, 
however, in favour of (8); as not only 
does this meaning harmonize best with 
the prominent and purely local xar’ 
épOadpovs (comp. kar’ Bupara, Soph. 
Antig. 756), but also best illustrate 
the peculiar and suggestive ¢Bdoxaver, 
—which thus gains great force and 
point; ‘who could have bewitched 
you by his gaze, when you had only 


to fix your eyes on Christ to escape 
the fascination : comp. Numb. xxi. 
9. ev bpty] ‘among you ;’ 
not a Hebraistic pleonasm (‘ construi 
debet ép ofs duty,’ Grot.), but a regular 
local predicate appended to spoe- 
ypadn, and appy. intended to en- 
hance the preceding ols xar’ 690. by a 
still more. studied specification of 
place: not only had the truth been 
presented to them, but preached 
among them, with every circumstance 
of individual and local exhibition. Ac- 
cording to the usual connexion éy spi» 
is joined with ésravp. (comp. Chrys.), 
but in that case both perspicuity and 
emphasis would have required the 
order éoraup. év byiv, while in the pre- 
sent the isolation of écraup. is in ac- 
cordance with the natural order, and 
adds greatly to the pathos and em- 
phasis ; see 1 Cor. i. 23, and comp. | 
Cor. ii. 2. On the force of the perf. 
part. as implying the permanent cha- 
racter of the action, see Winer, Gr. § 
45. I, p. 305, Green, Gr. p. 308. 

It may be observed that Lachm. 
(Griesb. om. om.) omits év duty with 
ABC; 10 mss.; Amit., Tol., Syr., al., 
—but with but little probability, as the 
omission of such a seemingly super- 
fluous clause can easily be accounted 
for, but not the insertion. 

2. todro pdvov] ‘this only,’—not 
to mention other arguments which 
might be derived from your own ad- 
missions; ‘de eo quod promptum est 
sciscitor,’ Jerome. “pabety 
Gd’ tpav] ‘to learn of you,’ Auth. 
Ver.; not for mapa tyadyv (Riick.) 
which would imply a more immediate 
and direct communication, but with 
the proper force of dé, which, as a 
general rule (Col. i. 7, seems an ex- 
ception), indicates a source less active 
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and more remote: contrast 2 Tim. 
iii. 14, and see Winer, Gr. § 47, amé, 
p. 331 note; comp. also notes on ch. 
i. 12. For exx. of this use of 
pabeiy, not, ‘to learn as a disciple,’ 
with an ironical reference (Luth., 
Beng.), but simply ‘to arrive at a 
knowledge,’ see exx. in Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. s.v., and comp. Acts 


xxiii. 27. vd IIvetpa] 
‘the Spirit,’ rhv rocatrny loxiv, 
Chrys.; ‘de Spiritu§ miraculorum 


loqui hic apostolum patet,’ Bull, 
Harm. Ap. Part 11.11. 8. It is not, 
however, necessary to understand this 
as the exclusive meaning, much less 
to explain it, with Baur, A post, Paulus, 
p. 515, as ‘das Christliche Bewusst- 
seyn:’ see next verse. dxof|s 
arlo-rewg may be translated, either (a) 
“the hearing of faith,’ ¢.e. the recep- 
tion of the Gospel (Brown), or (§) 
“the report or message of faith,’ 1.¢. 
the preaching which related to, had 
as its subject mloris (gen. objecti), ac- 
cording as dco} is taken in an active 
or pass. sense. The former might 
seem to preserve a better antithesis to 
Epywv vduov,—‘ hearing the doctrine of 
faith, opp. to doing the works of the 
law’ (Schott, Peile; comp. Atth.), 
but is open to the decided lexical ob- 
jection that dxo) appears always used 
in the N. T. in a passive sense (s0 
both in Rom. x. 17 [see Fritz. ], and 
in 1 Thess, ii. 13, where see notes), 
and to the contextual objection that 
the real opposition is not between the 
doing and the hearing, but between the 
two principles, faith and the law,— 
the question in effect being, 6 vdpos 
Uputy ESwxev Tov Oelov IIvedparos évép- 
yeav, A dyn 7 eri rov Kuptoy rloris, 
Theod. We may, then, with some 
confidence, adopt (8); so Goth. (‘ ga- 
hauseins’), Arm., and recently De W., 


Mey., and the best modern commen- 
tators. 

3. obrws dvdénro] ‘to so high a 
degree, so very foolish,’—with refe- 
rence to what follows: ‘quum ofrws 
cum adjectivo nomini aut adverbio 
copulatur, reddes non solum ‘ita,’ 
‘adeo,’ verum etiam ‘usque adeo,’’ 
Steph. Thesaur. s.v. Vol. v. p. 2433, 
where several exx. ard cited; e.g. 
Isoc. Paneg. 43 D, orw peydnas, 
Xen. Cyr. 1. 216, obrw, woréucov. 
évapEdpevor] ‘after having begun,’ 
temporal participle referring to the 
previous fact of their first entrance 
into Christian life. On the temporal 
force of the participle, see notes on 
Eph. iv. 8, but reverse the accident- 
ally transposed ‘subsequent to’ and 
‘ preceding ;’ and on the force of the 
compound (more directly concentrated 
action), see notes on Phil. i. 6. 
TIvetpart] ‘with the Spirit,’ dat. of 
the manner (modal dat.) in which the 
action took place ; see Winer, Gr. § 
31. 6, p. 193, Bernhardy, Synt. ul. 
14, p. 100, Jelf, Gr. § 603. The mean- 
ing of rvedua and cdpé in. this verse 
has been the subject of considerable 
discussion. Of the earlier expositors, 
Theodoret paraphrases wv. by 4 xdpts, 
odpt by 4 kaTd vbuov modcrela (so 
Waterl. Distinct. of Sacr. 1. § 10, 
Vol. v. p. 262), while Chrys. finds in 
odapé a definite allusion to the circum- 
cision ; comp. Eph. ii. 11. Alii alia. 
The most satisfactory view is that 
taken by Miiller, Doct. of Sin, ch. 2, 
Vol. 1. 358 sq. (Clark),—viz., that 
when mvedua is thus in ethical con- 
trast with odpt, it is to be understood 
of the Holy Spirit, regarded as the 
governing and directing principle in 
man, odpt, on the contrary, as the 
worldly tendency of human life, ‘the 
life and movement of man in things 
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of the phenomenal world.’ If this be 
correct wy. and odpt are here used, 
not to denote Christianity and Ju- 
daism yer se, but as it were the essence 
and active principle of each. 
éruredeio Ge] ‘are ye brought to com- 
pletion? Not middle, as often in 
Hellenic Greek (see Schweigh. Lez. 
Polyb. s.v.), but passive (Vulg., Cla- 
rom., Chrys.), as in 1 Pet. v. 9, comp. 
Phil. i. 6. The meaning of the com- 
pound must not beneglected ; it does not 
merely imply ‘finishing’ (Ust., Peile), 
as opposed to ‘ beginning,’ but appears 
always to involve the idea of bringing 
to a complete and perfect end ; comp. 
1 Sam. iii. 12, dptouac xal émcredéow ; 
‘gee further exx. in Bretsch. Lez. s. v., 
and the good collection in Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. s.v. Vol. 1. p. 1123, —the 
most definite of which seems, Herod. 
IX. 64, 7 Slkn rod pévov éx Mapdovlov 
émere€ero. 


4. wdGere] ‘ Did ye suffer,’ ‘passi 


(02-24 
: v 

[sustinuistis] Syr., Ath. (both). The 
meaning of this word has been much 
discussed. The apparent tenor of the 
argument, as alluding rather to benefits 
than to sufferings, has led Kypke 
(Obs. Vol. 11. p. 277, comp. Schoettg. 
Hor. Vol. 1. p.-731) and others to 
endeavour to substantiate by exx. 
that mdoxew is not only a word of 
neutral meaning, but, even without ed 
or ayaGéy, actually signifies ‘ beneficris 
afict,’—a usage, however, of which 
Steph. (Zhes. s. v.) rightly says ‘ ex- 
emplum desidero.’ For the neutral 
meaning (‘ experienced,’ ed. 1), as in- 
cluding a reference to all the spiritual 
dispensations, whether sufferings or 
blessings, which had happened to 
(Arm.), or had been vouchsafed to 
the Galatians, much may be said, 


estis,’ Vulg., Clarom., 


| 


both lexically and contextually,— 
still, on the one hand, the absence of 
any direct instance in the N. T. [even 
in Mark v. 26, there is an idea of suf- 
fering in the background], and, on 
the other, the authority of the ancient 
Vv. and Greek expositors lead us now 
to revert to the regular meaning, suf- 
Jered, and to refer it to the labours 
(Copt.), and persecutions which, in 
one form or other, must have certainly 
tried the early converts of Galatia ; 
see Chrys., Jerome, and the good note 
of Alford in loc. All these sufferings 
were @ genuine evidence of the évap- 
Eduevos TIvedvpari, and would be re- 
garded and alluded to bythe Apostle 
as blessed tokens of the Spirit’s influ- 
ence ; comp. 1 Thess. ii. 13 sq., and 
the remarks of August. in h. 1, . 
elye kal eluh] ‘if indeed,’ or, ‘if at 
least, it really be in vain.’ The sense 
of this clause has been obscured by 
not attending to the true force of efye 
and xal. etye must not be 
confounded with efrep (Tholuck, 
Beitrdge, p. 146): the latter, in ac- 
cordance with the extensive, or per- 
haps rather intensive force of sep 
(Donalds. Crat. § 178, comp. Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 723), implies ‘ sz 
omnino ;’ the former (efye), in accord- 
ance with the restrictive yé, is ‘s¢ 
quidem,’ and if resolved, tum certe, si; 
(‘yé ita tantummodo ad tollendam con- 
ditionem facit, quia tum certe, si quid 
fiat, altud esse significat, non ut ipsam 
conditionem confirmet,’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. II. p. 308), comp. p. 528. No 
inference, however, of the Apostle’s 
real opinion can be drawn merely from 
the ye (efye ‘usurpatur de re que 
jure sumpta,’ Herm. Wig. No. 310), 
as it is the sentence and not the par- 
ticle which determines the rectitude 
of the assumption. kal 
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must closely be joined with elx, and 
either (a), with its usual ascensive force 
(‘ quasi ascensionem ad eam rem quo 
pertineat particula ;’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 1. p. 638), gives to the clause 
the meaning, ‘ if at least it amount to, 
t.¢e., be really in vain,’ or (8), with 
what may be termed its descensive force 
(Odyss. 1. 58, see Hartung, Partik. 
cal, § 2. 8, Vol. I. p. 136), serves to 
imply, ‘if at least it be only in vain, 
t.e., has not proceeded to a more dan- 
gerous length,’ videndum ne ad per- 
niciem valeat,’ August., Cocceius. Of 
these (5) is the most emphatic and pun- 
gent (so Mey., De W.), but (a) most 
characteristic of the large heart of the 
Apostle, and of the spirit of love and 
tenderness to his converts (ch. iv. 19), 
which is blended even with the re- 
bukes of this Epistle ; so Chrys., and 
the Greek expositors ; comp. Brown, 
p. 112. 

5. & otw bmyopnyav] ‘He then 
who ts bestowing, &c..’ resumption by 
means of the reflexive ody (see below, 
and notes on Phil. ii. 1) of the sub- 
ject of ver. 2; ver. 3 and 4 being in 
effect parenthetical. The subject of 
this verse is not St. Paul (Lomb., 
Erasm., al.), but, as the context, tlie 
meaning of duvduecs, the nature of the 
action specified (ém«xopynyav), and the 
permanence of the action implied by 
the tense pres. émixopnyav (comp. 
Winer, Gr, § 45. 1, p. 304, Schmal- 
feld, Synt. § 202, p. 405), all obviously 
suggest,—God: 6 Oceds, dnow, 6 éme- 
xopnyGv vyuly rd TIvedua, Theoph. 

The force of ér? in éwtxop. does not 
appear additive, but directive (see 
Rost u. Palm, Lez. s. v., and 2b. 8. v. 
érl, C. 3. cc), any idea of the freedom 
or ample nature of the gift (Winer, 


Peile), being due solely tothe primary 


_ Meaning of the simple verb : see notes 


E 


on Col. ii. 19, and comp. 2 Cor. ix. 
10, where both xopyyéw and érxopn- 
yéw occur in the same verse, and 
appy. in the same sense quantitatively 
considered. For exx. of the use of 
émtxop. in later writers see the collec- 
tion of Hase, in Steph. Thes. s. v. 
Vol. II. p. 1902. On the pre- 
sent resumptive use of ody after a 
(logical) parenthesis, which has been 
incorrectly pronounced rare in Attic 
writers, see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 
718, Hartung, Partik. ov, 3. 5, Vol. 
II. p. 22. It may be remarked that, 
as a general rule, ody is continuative 
and retrospective rather than illative, 
and is in this respect to be distin- 
guished from dpa (Donalds. Gr. 3 
604), but it must not also be forgotten 
that as in the N. T. the use of od» is 
to that of dpa nearly as 11 to 1, the 
force of the former particle must nob 
be unduly restricted. In St. Paul’s 
Epp. where the proportion is not quite 
4 to 1, the true distinction between 
the two particles may be more safely 
maintained ; see, however, notes an 
1 Tim. ii. 1 (Transl.). 


Svvdpes] ‘miraculous powers,’ Vee 
ao 


[virtutes] Syr., ‘virtutes,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. This more restricted mean- 
ing, which may be supported by r 
Cor. xii. 28, and probably Matth. 
xiv. 2, seems best to accord with the 
context. Kal is then éfyynrixéy, and 
év wpivy retains its natural meaning 
with évepyéw, ‘in you,’ ‘ within you ;” 
comp. Matth. Ul. c., ai duvduers évepyob- 
ow év aurg. & tpyo 
vépou] ‘from the works of the law 3 
pot exactly ‘as following upon,’ Alf, 
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As Abraham was 
justified by faith; 
so shall his spiritual 
children be justified, 
and share his blessing. 
2,—but, in more strict accordance 
with the primary force of the prep., 
‘from,’ ‘out of’ (‘ex,’ Vulg.), as the 
origimating or moving cause of the 
éxixopiyynots ; comp. notes on Gal. ii. 
. 16. 

6. nad] ‘Zven as.’ The answer 
is so obvious, that St. Paul proceeds 
as if it had been expressed. The com- 
pound particle xa@ws is not found in 
the purer Attic writers, though suf- 
ficiently common in later writers ; see 
exx. collected by Lobeck, Phryn. p. 
426. Em. Moschop., the Byzantine 
Grammarian, cited by Fabricius, Btbdl. 
Greca, Vol. VI. p. 191 (ed. Harles), 
remarks that this is an Alexandrian 
usage ; Td xaOa ol ’Arrixol xpadvrai, 
7d 52 wads ovdérore, GAN’ 4 TOY 
*Aretavipéwy Siddexros xad’ hv 4 Oela 
ypadh yéyparrat: see esp. Sturz de 
Dialecto Maced. § 9, 8.v. (Steph. 
Thes. ed. Valpy, p. clxx.). On the 
most suitable translation, comp. notes 
on 1 Thess. i. 5 (Tranel.). 

DYoylety atrp cle Stxavorbyny] ‘it 
was accounted for to him,’ or ‘was 
reckoned to him, as righteousness,’ scil. 
7d xicretca:; see Winer, Gr. § 49. 2, 
p- 427 (ed. §). The phrase doyzlferai 
vt ets vt, Acts xix. 27, Rom. ii. 26, 
iv. 3, ix. 8, is explained by Fritzsche 
(Rom. Vol. I. p. 137), as equivalent 
to Aoylferal re els 7d elval ri, ‘ita res 
sestimatur ut res sit,’ h. e. ‘ut pro re 
valeat ;’ hence ‘ tribuitur alicui rei vis 
ac pondus rei.’ In such cases, the 
more exact idea conveyed by els, of 
destination for any object or thing 
(Rost u. Palm, Lez. s. v. els, Vv. 1), is 
blended with that of simple predica- 
.tion of it. In later writers this ex- 
tended so far that els is often used as 
a@ mere tndex of the accus., having 
lost all its prepositional force; e.g. 


eXovyicOn avT@ eis dixacocvvyy. 
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7 yiwooKere 


dyew els yuvaica: see Bernh. Synt. 
v. rr. b. 2, p. 219. With the present 
semi- Hebraistic use of Aoyif. els, it is 
instructive to contrast Xen. Cyr. 111. 
I. 33, xphuara els dpytpwv doy- 
cOévra, where els has its primary 
ethical meaning of measure, accord- 
ance to. On the doctrinal mean- 
ing of éXoylo67 x.7.d., see Bull, Harm. 
A post. II. 12. 22, and for an able com- 
parison of the faith of Abraham with 
that of Christians, Hammond, Pract. 
Catech. Book 1. 3. 

7. YywooKere ‘Know ye 


Epa] 
v 
therefore,’ QSy  [cognoscite] Syr., 


Vulg., Clarom., Armen., — not tn- 
dicative, as Jerome, Ps. Ambr., al., 
and most recently Alf.: the zmper. is 
not only more animated, but more 
logically correct, for the declaration 
in the verse is really one of the points 
which the Apostle is labouring to 
prove; éy xedparaly diidoxe roy 
"ABpadp éx mlorews Sixawlévra, Kal 
tovs Tpodliuous THs rlorews viovs 70t 
"ABpadu xpnuarifovras, Theod.; see 
Olsh. in loc. The objections of Riick., 
and even of Alf. to the use of dpa 
with the imper. are distinctly invalid : 
not only is the union of the imper. 
with &pa logically admissible, and 
borne out by usage (comp. Hom. JZ. 
X. 249), but further, in perfect har- 
mony with the true lexical force of 
the particle: ‘rebus ta comparatis 
(Abraham’s faith being reckoned to 
him as righteousness) cognoscite,’ &c.; 
see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 167. 

of dx wlorews] ‘they who are of faith,’ 
not ‘they who rest on faith’ (Green, 
Gr. p. 288), but, in accordance with 
the primary meaning of origin, ‘ they 
who are spiritually descended from, 
whose source of spiritual life is— 
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Souca de 7 ypagn OTl ex TWicTews CiKatot Ta e€Ovn 6 Qeds, 


mpoeunyyericato te ’ABpaauw Sti évevAoynOyoovra év 


alors: compare Rom. ii. 8, of é& 
épiOelas, ‘qui a malarum fraudum 
machinatione originem ducunt,’ ‘ qui 
malitiam tanquam parentem habent,’ 
Fritz. in loc., Vol. I. p. 105. 

otro] ‘these (and none other than 
these),’ ‘exclusis ceteris Abrahamo 
natis,’ Beng.; see James i. 25. This 
retrospective and emphatic use of the 
pronoun is illustrated by Winer, Gr. 
§ 23. 4, p. 144; see also Bernhardy, 
. Synt. vi. 8. d, p. 283, Jelf, Gr. 
§ 658. 

8. «mpoidodcra St 4 ypadh] ‘ More- 
over the Scripture foreseeing :’ further 
statement that the faithful, who have 
already been shown to be the true 
children of Abraham, are also the 
only and proper participators in his 
blessing. This sort of personifica- 
tion is noticed by Schoettg. (Hor. 
Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 732) a8 a ‘formula 
Judeis admodum solemnis,’ e.g., 
WNT MI mM ‘ Quid vidit scriptura ?’ 
wit My} Mm ‘Quid vidit ille, h. e. quid- 
nam ipsi in mentem venit ?’ see alsu 
Surenhus. B:SA. KaraAd. p. 6, 8q. 
In such cases % ypa¢? stands obviously 
for the Author of the Scriptures— 
God, by whose inspiration they were 


written: comp. Syr., where Jn] 


oo07 
[Aloha] is actually adopted in the 
translation. 8& appears to 


be here peraBarixdy, t.e. indicative of 
transition (Hartung, Partik, 5é, 2. 3, 
Vol. 1. p. 165, Winer, Gr. § 53. 7. b, 
Pp. 393): it does not merely connect 
this verse with the preceding (Auth. 
Ver., Peile, Conyb., al.), but implies 
a further consideration of the subject 
under another aspect ; ‘5é¢ eam ipsam 
vim habet ut abducat nos ab e& re 
que proposita est, transferatque ad 


id, quod, missé ill4 priore re, jam pro 
vero ponendum esse videatur,’ Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 1. p. 353. The exact 
force of 5¢, which is never simply 
connective (Hartung, Partik. Vol. I. 
p- 163), and never loses all shades of 
its true oppositive character, deserves 
almost more attentive consideration 
in these Epp. than any other particle, 
and will often be found to supply the 
only true clue to the sequence and 
evolution of the argument. 

Stxarot] ‘justifieth ;’ not ‘would jus- 
tify,’ Auth. (‘presens pro futuro,’ 
Grot.), nor present with ref. to what 
is now taking place (De W.), but what 
is termed the ethical present, with 
significant reference to the eternal 
and immutable counsels of God; 
dvwOev raira kai wpice xal mponys- 
pevoev 6 Geds, Theod.: comp. Matth. 
Xxvi. 2, wapadldora:: see Winer, Gr. 
§ 40. 2, p. 237, and for the rationale 
of this usage, Schmalfeld, Synt. § 54. 
2, p. QI. mpoevnyyelcaro] 
“made known the glad tidings before- 
hand ; comp. Gen. xii. 3, xviii. 18, 
xxii. 18. Thecompound mpoevayy. is 
somewhat rare; it occurs in Schol. 
Soph. Trach. 335, Philo, de Opif. § 9, 
Vol. 1. p. 7, de Mut. Nom. § 29, 
Vol. i. p. 602 (ed. Mang.) and the 
eccles. writers. 

Stu évevdoy.] ‘shall be blessed in:’ 
quotation, by means of the usual &7¢ 
recitativum, from Gen. xii. 3 (comp. 
ch. xviii. 18, xxii. 18), though not in 
the exact words; the here more appo- 
site but practically synonymous wdyra 
rd, €6vn being used (perhaps from ch. 
xviii. 18) instead of the waoae al 
pirat Tis yas of the LXX: comp. 
Surenhus. Bi8X. KaraaAx. p. 567. 
The simple form evAcy79. is adopted 
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They who are of the 
works of the Law lie 


under a curse, from 
which Christ has freed 
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us; having ensured to all in Himself the blessing of Abraham. 


by £iz. (not Steph.), but only with 
FG and cursive mss. 
év col] ‘in thee,’ as the spiritual father 
of all the faithful; not ‘ per te,’ Schott, 
but simply and plainly ‘in te,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.,—the prep. with its usual 
force specifying Abraham as the sub- 
stratum, foundation, on which, and 
in which, the blessing rests: comp. 
1 Cor. vii. 14, and Winer, Gr. § 48. a, 
P- 345- 

g. Gore] ‘So then,’ ‘Consequently ;’ 
see notes on ch. ii. 13. “Qore states 
the result from the emphatic évevAoy. 


(cvAdoyefbuevos ériyaryev, Chrys.) : it 


is from the fact of the blessing having 
been promised to Abraham and his 
children, that of éx mlorews share it, 
inasmuch as they are true children 
(ver. 7) of Abraham; evdAoynpévor 
elolyol ... 779 wlore: mpooréyres, Womrep 
kal 6 mords’ABp. nuAdynro, Theoph. 

abv] ‘together with ;’ not ‘ similiter,’ 
Grot., but, in accordance with the 
regular meaning of the prep., ‘ with,’ 
‘in association with’ (Winer, Gr. § 48. 
b, p. 349), the miorg serving to hint 
(Mey., Alf.) at that to which this asso- 
ciation is truly to be referred ; ef res 
Tolvup THs exelvou ouvyyevelas dtiwOFvac 
wobec, thy éxelvov wloetw novTw, 
Theod. The change of prep. intro- 
duces a corresponding change in the 
aspect in which Abraham is regarded: 
under év he is regarded as the Patri- 
arch, the spiritual ancestor in whom, 
—under avy he is regarded as the 
illustriously faithful individual with 
whom, all of éx wlor. share the bless- 
ing; see Windischm. in loc. Schott 


Psalm cv. 6, tudpropev pera Trav 
warépwy; Eccles. ii. 16, drodaveirac 6 
copds pera Tod Adpovos ; but in both 
cases a similarity of lot rather than a 
strict community and fellowship in it, 
seems implied: asa general rule, 
perd twos implies rather coexistence, 
avy tun, coherence; see Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 68. 13. 1, and comp. notes 
on Eph. vi. 23. 

10. 8e0. yap «.7.A.] Proof of the 
justice of the conclusion in ver. Q 
with regard to olf éx mlorews; yap 
introducing e contrario—a _ confirma- 
tory notice of the acknowledged state 
of the other class, of é& fpyww vduou: 
not only are they not blessed with 
Abraham, but they are actually under 
acurse. St. Paul's love of proving all 
his assertions has been often noticed ; 
compare Davidson, Jntrod. Vol. 11. 
p. 145. of & tpyav 
vopov] ‘ they who are of, 2.e. appertain 
to, rest upon, the works of the law,’ 
‘qui in lege justitiam querunt,’ Bull, 
Harm. Ap. WU. 7. 12; the primary 
force of éx, owing to the nature of the 
expression, being here slightly less 
obvious than in ver. 8, and suggesting 
more the secondary and derivative 
idea of dependence on than of direct 
origination from; see Winer in loc., 
and comp. 1 Cor. xii. 16, ov« elul éx 
Too guwparos. td Katdpav ] 
‘under a curse ;’ not ‘under the curse,’ 
but almost simply and generally, 
‘under curse’ =émrixardparos ; comp. 
vd dpaprlay, Rom. iii. g: the proof 
drawn from the O. T. becomes thus 
more cogent. ‘Td, it may be re- 


"cites a similar use of werd (with gen.), | marked, has appy. here no quasi- 
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Tr Ore 
physical sense (xardpa being viewed 
in the light of a burden, Riick., 
Windischm.), but its common ethtcal 
sense of ‘subjection to;’ see Winer, 
Gr. § 49. k, p. 362. With 
regard to the argument, it is only 
necessary to observe that the whole 
obviously rests on the admission, which 
it was impossible not to make, that 
no one of of é& Epywy véuovu can fulfil 
all the requisitions of the law; see 
esp. Bull, Harm. Apost. 1. 7. 11, 
and compare with it Usteri, Lehrb. 
I. 4. B, p. 60. yéypatrrat 
yap] Confirmation from Scripture of 
the preceding words. The quotation 
is from Deut. xxvii. 26, though not 
in the exact words either of the Heb. 
or LXX; comp. Surenhus. BéPdos 
Karaax., p. §69, and Bagge tn loc. 
The following 87: is omitted by Rec. , but 
only with JK; mas., and some Ff. 

Tod moifjoar atrd}] ‘to do them,’ 
‘ut faciat ea,’ Vulg., Clarom.; pur- 
pose contemplated and involved in 
the éupévec. This use of the infin. to 
denote design, intention, is (with the 
exception of a few instances from the 
other writers in the N. T., Mark iv. 3 
[ Rec. ], James v. 17) confined to St. 
Paul and St. Luke: see Fritz. Matth. 
Excurs. II. p. 485, Winer, Gr. § 45. 
4. b, p. 377. The construction is not, 
properly considered, Hebraistic, but 
belongs to later Greek, and may be 
correctly explained as an amplification 
of the use of the gen., which serves 
first to mark the result or product 
(e.g. Jl. B. 397, xUpara mwavrolwy 
dvéuwy, Scheuerl. Synt.§ 11. 1, p. 79), 
then further, the purpose of the work- 
ing object, and lastly (e.g. in LXX, 
where the Hebr. idiom would natu- 
rally cause this development) becomes 


de ev vou ovdels dixatovrar mapa Te Oe@ dijAoy, 


little more than explanatory and de- 
jinitive ; comp. Gen. iii. 6, dpatdy 
éort Tov Karavojoa, Exod. ii. 18, 
éraxvvare Tov wapayevécOa. In this 
latter case the first verb commonly 
marks a more general action, the 
second, one more limiting and special ; 
comp. Gen. xxxiv. 17, elcaxovew hudy 
Tov weptreuéoOat, and see esp. Thiersch, 
de Pent. Ill. 12, p. 173 8q., where 
this usage is well investigated. The 
progress of this structure in classical 
Greek is briefly noticed by Bernhardy, 
Synt. IX. 2, p. 357. 

11. Seu 88 «r.A.] ‘But (further) 
that in the law, d&c.:’ continuation of 
the reasoning; 5é¢ subjoining to the 
‘argumentum e_ contrario,’ — that 
those of the law are under the curse 
(ver. 10),—the supplementary argu- 
ment derived from Scripture that 
mo one under any circumstances is 
justified by the law. The oppositive 
force of 5¢ may thus be felt in the 
incidental reply which the verse 
affords to a deduction that might 
have been obviously made from ver. 
10; ‘but—lest any one should 
imagine that if a man did so éupudvew 
x.7T.A. he would be blessed—let me 
add,’ etc.; comp. De Wette tn loc. 
év von] ‘under the law,’ i.e. in the 
sphere and domain of the law ; Acts 
xiii, 39, Rom. ii. 12, iii. 19. The in- 
strumental meaning is grammatically 
tenable (object existing in the means, 
Jelf, Gr. § 622. 3, see notes on 1 Thess. 
iv. 18), and evencontextually plausible, 
owing to the prominence of év vou 
and its apparent opposition to Xpiorés, 
ver. 13 (see Meyer): as, however, owing 
to the inversion of the syllogism, the 
opposition between the clauses is 
much obscured, the simpler and more - 


54 


x4 e BY ? ’ , 12 
OTE O OLKALOS EK TIETEWS Cyorerat: 


GALATIANS ITIL. 11—13. 


e Oc , 9 
O O€ VOfLOS OUK 


” 9 ’ 9 9 ¢ ’ 9 8 , 5) 9 a 
ECOTLV EK TIOTEWS, GAX o Tolyoas avTa Cyoera €VY AUTOS. 


13 xX 4 e ~ 9 , 9 ~ o xn , 
pirTos nas e&nyopacev €K TH KkaTapas TOU VO/LOV 


usual meaning is here to be preferred: 
comp. notes on 1 Thess. ii. 3. The 
more inclusive éy is thus perhaps 
chosen designedly, as the Apostle’s 
object is appy. to show that the 
idea of justification falls wholly ou 
of the domain of the law, and is 
incompatible with its very nature and 
character. Tapa Te Oe] 
‘in the sight of ;’ 1.e. ‘in the judgment 
of God’ (Rom. ii. 13, xii. 16, 1 Pet. ii. 
20), the idea of locality suggested by 
the prep. being still retained in that 
of judgment at a tribunal ; see notes 
on 2 Thess. i.6. This usage is suffi- 
ciently common in classical writers ; 
see Bernhardy, Synt. v. 27. b, p. 257, 
and exx. in Palm u. Rost, Zez. s. v. 
wapd, Ul. 2, Vol. 11. p. 667. 

Bru & Slxatos «.7.A.] ‘because, The 
just shall live by faith,’ Habak. ii. 4, 
again cited in Rom. i. 17, Heb. x. 
38,—this second 87: being causal, the 
first simply declarative. It is ez- 
tremely difficult to decide whether éx 
nigr. is to be joined with 6 dfx. (‘the 
just by faith’), or with the verb. 
The former is perfectly oorrect in 
point of grammar, though doubted by 
Bp. Middl. (see Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, 
p. 123), and is adopted by Hammond, 
Meyer, and other careful expositors. 
As, however, it seems certain (opp. 
to Baumg.-Crus.) that the original 
Hebrew (see Hitzig in loc., Kl. 
Prophet. p. 263, 264) does not bear 
this meaning, —as St. Paul is quoting 
the words in the order in which they 
stand in the LXX, not in that (6 éx 
lor. dx.) most favourable to such a 
transl.,—as the argument seems best 
sustained by the other construction 
(see Middl. in loc., and comp. Bull, 
Exam. Cens. Animadv. Ul. 5),—and 


lastly, as (joeras éx wlor. thus stands 
in more exact opposition to fjo. é& 
avrots, it seems best with Copt., 
Arm. (appy.), Chrys. (appy.), and 
the bulk of the older expositors, to 
connect éx mlorews with [joeras. 

12. 6 8 vépos K.7.A.] ‘but the law 
is not of faith,’ scil. does not spring 
from it, has no connexion with it in 
point of principle or origin ; propositio 
minor of the syllogism, 6 dix. é« mlor. 
Sno. being the prop. major, év vou. ov6. 
Sux. the conclusion. The Auth. Vers. 
by translating 6é¢ ‘and’ obscures the 
argumentation. 6 Troujoas 
atrd] ‘he who hath done them,’ scil. 
Ta wmpoordypara and ra kpluara, men- 
tioned in the former part of the verse 
here referred to,—Lev. xviii. 5. 
Tloujoas is emphatic (‘ preecepta legis 
non sunt de credendis, sed de 
faciendis,’ Aquin.), and is prefaced 
by the adversative dA)’ as expressing 
a sentiment directly opposite to what 
has preceded. There is thus no ellipse 
of yéypamrra: (Schott) or A\éyer (Bagge); 
comp. Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p. 284. 
The insertion of dOpwmos after aira 
(Rec.) has only the authority of D®E 
JK and mss., and is rightly rejected 
by most modern editors. 
év atrots] ‘in them,’ 2.e., as Winer 
paraphrases, ‘ut in his legibus vite 
fons quasi insit.’ 

13. Xprords pas u«.t.A.] ‘Christ 
ransomed us, é&c.;’ vivid and studiedly 
abrupt contrast to the declaration in- 
volved in the two preceding verses ; 
the law condemned us, Christ ran- 
somed us: ‘non dissimile asyndeton, 
Col. iii. 4, ubi item de Christo,’ 
Beng. pas} Jews ; not 
Jews and heathens; ‘ Judeos pre- 
cipue pressit maledictio,’ Beng., 
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comp. Chrys. For (1) the whole con- 
text implies that the law is the 
Mosaic law: see Usteri tn loc. (2) 
This law had, strictly speaking, no 
force over the Gentiles, but was, in 
fact, the neodrocxos between the Jews 
and Gentiles: Eph. ii. 14, 15. For 
a further discussion of this, consult 
Meyer and Usteri ex loc., and Brown, 
Galat. p. 129 sq. The doctrinal de- 
ductions made from this and similar 
passages, though perfectly just and 
true (comp. Neand. Plant. Vol. I. p. 
438, Bohn), cannot be urged against 
the more limited meaning which the 
context seems obviously to require. 

&nydpacev] ‘ransomed,’ ‘ redeemed.’ 
Christ ransomed the Jews from the 
curse of the law, by having taken it 
upon Himself for their sakes and in 
their stead. An accurate explanation 
of this, and the cognate idea dzodv- 
Tpwots, will be found in Ust. Lehrd. 
II. I. I, p. 107, and II. I. 3, p. 202. 
The force of the preposition (éx) need 
not be very strongly pressed, e.g. 
‘emtione nos inde eruit,’ Beng.: see 
Polyb. Hist. Ill. 42. 2, é&yyépace wrap’ 
alray rd re povdtvA\a wota x.T.X., 
where the prep. has no marked mean- 
ing. This tendency to use verbs 
compounded with prepp. without any 
obvious increase of meaning, is one of 
the characteristics of later Greek: 
Thiersch, de Pentat. Vers. Alex. Il. 1, 
p- 83. yevépevos brrtp 
hpav xar.] ‘by having become a curse 
Jor us ;’ dependent participle express- 
ing the manner of the action, which 
again is more distinctly elucidated in 
the quotation ; Adyec 8¢ xai rdv tpdrop, 
Theod. The abstract xardpa (not, 
‘an accursed thing,’ Peile,—which 
dilutes the antithesis) is probably 
chosen, as Meyer suggests, instead of 
the concrete, to express with more 


force the completeness of the satis- 
faction which Christ made to the 
law. On the doctrinal import of 
the expression (xardpa frovce St éué, 
6 Thy éuhy Avwr kardpay, Greg. Naz.) 
see the quotations in Suicer, Zhes. 
8.v. xardpa, Vol. II. p. 57 9q., and 
for a few words of great force and 
eloquence on the ‘maledictum crucis,’ 
Andrewes, Serm. 111. Vol. 11. p. 174 
(A. C. Libr.). trip hpdv] 
‘for us,’ ‘salutis nostre reparandse 
caus&,’ Schott. In this and similar 
passages the exact meaning of the 
prep. has been much contested. Is 
it (a) ‘t~ commodum (altcujus),’ or 
(8) ‘in loco (alicujus)?’ The follow- 
ing seems the most simple answer. 
‘Txrép, in its ethical sense, has prin- 
cipally and primarily (see note, ch. i. 
4) the first meaning, especially in doo- 
trinal passages, where the atoning 
death of Christ is alluded to, e.g. 
2 Cor. v. 21, Tov wh yrdvra duaprla»y 
Urép hudv érolncev duapriay, Butas 
there are general passages in the N.T. 
where vmép has eminently the second 
meaning, ¢g. Philem. 13, ta twéep 
god pot Siaxovy (comp. Plato, Gory. 
$15 0, éyw Umép cod dwroxpiwotpa),— 
so are there doctrinal passages (as 
here) where vwrép may admit the second 
meaning united with the first, when 
the context (e.g. in : Cor. xv. 3 it 
would be inadmissible) and nature of 
the argument seem to require it, 
though probably never (Winer, Gr. § 
48. 1, p. 342) the second exclusively : 
see Magee, Atonement, No. 30, Vol. 
I. p. 245 8q., and Usteri, Lehrd. ur. 1, 
p- 115 aq., where the meaning of the 
preposition is briefly discussed. 

Sru yéyparrar] ‘forasmuch as tt ts * 
written ; parenthetical confirmation 
of the assertion involved in the pre- 
ceding participial clause, -yevdu. x.7.2. 
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The passage in Deut. (ch. xxi. 23) 
here adduced does not allude to cruci- 
fying, but to exposure after death on 
stakes or crosses (Josh. x. 26), but is 
fully pertinent as specifying the 

‘ignominious particularity to which 
the legal curse belonged,’ and which 
our Redeemer by hanging dead on the 
cross formally fulfilled; see esp. 
Pearson, Creed, Art. Iv. Vol. L p. 
248 sq. (Burt.). It is interesting to 
notice that the dead body was not 
hanged by the neck, but by the hands, 
and not on a tree, but on a piece of 
wood (‘non ex arbore sed ligno,’ 
Dassov.); see the treatise of Dasso- 
vius in Thesaur. Theolog.-Philol. Vol. 
Ir. p. 614, Jahn, Archeol. § 258, and 
Bahr, Stud, w. Krit. for 1849, p. 924 
sq. The reading of Rec., yéypa- 
axrat ydp, has only the support of 
D°EJK; mss.; Syr. (both), Copt., 
al., and bears every appearance of a 
conformation to the more usual mode 
of citation, ver. 10. 

“14. Wa es ra. U0vn] ‘in order that 
unto the Gentiles :’ divine purpose in- 
volved in the é&yyépacev éx ris xard- 
pasx.r.’. The first purpose was the 
ransom of the Jews from the curse ; 
the second, which was involved in the 
first (67¢ 7 owrnpla éx trav lovéalwy 
éorl, John iv. 22), was the extension 
of Abraham’s blessing to the Gentiles, 
but that, not through the law, but in 
Jesus Christ. Eis with accus. is 
here neither simply identical with dat. 
(comp. Winer, Gr. § 31. 5, p. 191), 
nor in its more lax sense of ‘in refe- 
rence to’ (Peile ; comp. Bernh. Synt. 
V. aI, p. 219), but retains its proper 
local meaning, with ref. to the meta- 
phorical arrival of the evdAoyla ; see 
Winer, Gr. § 49. a, p. 353. 

H ebdoyla rob *ABp.] ‘the blessing of 
Abraham,’ scil. the blessing an- 


nounced to and vouchsafed to Abra- 
ham (ver. 8), 7 edAoyla 7» éx rlarews, 
Theoph.; the gen. being the gen. 0b- 
jectti; comp. Rom. xv. 8, ras éray- 
yerlas rv warépwy, and see Winer, 
Gr. § 30. 1, p. 167 8q., Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 47. 7. 1 8q- 

ty Xprorg "Ino.] ‘in Christ Jesus,’ 
‘in Christo Jesu,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
Copt., Arm.; not ‘propter,’ Adth., 
or for dd, Grot. (comp. Chrys.), as 
this instrumental use of év with per- 
sons, though found in a few passages 
(comp. Matth. ix. 34, év r@ dpxorri, 
—he was the causa eficiens), is here 
certainly not necessary. It was ‘in 
Christ,’ in the knowledge of Him and 
in His death, that the Gentiles re- 
ceived the blessing. 

tva tiv «.7.A.] ‘in order that we 
might receive,’ second statement of 
purpose, not subordinated to, but 
co-ordinate with the preceding one. 
Meyer cites as instances of a similar 
parallelism of ta, Rom. vii. 1 3, 2 
Cor. ix. 3, Eph. vi. 19. The Apostle 
advances with his subject, till at last 
under AdSwyey he includes all; ‘nos, 
omnium gentium homines, sive Ju- 
di, sive Barbari.’ 

viv éwmayyeaAlay rod IIvetparos] ‘ the 
promise of the Spirit :’ not merely rd 
érayyeNOev IIvedua (Fritz, Rom. vi. 4, 
Vol. I. p. 368), but ‘ the realization of 
the promise of the Spirit,’ érayy. being 
taken in a partially concrete sense ; 
comp. Luke xxiv. 49, Heb. x. 36, and 
see Winer, Gr. § 34. 3, p. 2II. 
Grammatically considered, roi IIvevy, ' 
may be a gen. subjecti, sc. ‘promis- 
sionem a Spiritu profectam,’ or a gen. 
objecti, as above, Doctrinally con- 
sidered, however, the latter is dis- 
tinctly to be preferred; the Spirit 
being usually represented by the 
Apostle as not so much the source, as 
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the promise of God avO@ wou KEKUPWLEVYV dcaOyxny ovders aberet 


to Ab cannot 
be annulled by the 
law which was so 
long afterwards. 


the pledge of the fulfilment of the 
promise ; see Usteri, Zehrb. 11. t. 2, 
p- 174, note. After a wondrous 
chain of arguments, expressed with 
equal force, brevity, and profundity, 
the Apostle comes back to the subject 
of ver. 2; the gift of the Holy Ghost 
came through faith in Jesus Christ. 
15. GSeddol x.7.A.] Proof that 
the promise was not abrogated by the 
law: ovrw deltas rhy riorw mpecBv- 
répay rod véuou, dtddoxes wddw ds 6 
vonos éurodwy ov divarac yevéoOat 
rats Qeod érayyeNlats, Theod. 
kara dvOpwrrov] ‘after the manner of 
men,’ e& dvOpwrlywy mrapaderyydrwr, 
Chrys., dvOpwrlvos mpdypuact xéxpn- 
par, Theod.; see notes, ch. i. IT. 
With this expression the Apostle 
here introduces an argument which 
rests on mere human analogies, and 
which he uses as men might (‘tan- 
quam inter homines,’ Syr.), one to 
another: ‘affero exemplum ex homi- 
num vit&é& depromptum,’ Fritz. Rom. 
iii. 5, Vol. 1. 160,--where the various 
meanings of this formula will be 
found briefly noticed. 
Epos dvOpdmov k.r.r.] ‘though it be 
but a man’s covenant, yet when con- 
Jirmed,’ &c.; logically inexact, but not 
idiomatically uncommon transposition 
of 8uws, which, as the sense shows, 
really belongs to ovdels. Both suws 
and other adverbs (e.g. del, moANdxts, 
ér:), are occasionally thus, as it were, 
attracted out of their logical order, 
when the meaning is otherwise dis- 
tinct ; see Winer, Gr. § 61. 4, p. 488, 
and Ellendt, Ler. Soph. s.v. Suws, 
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16 +a de ABpaau éppe- 


who observes that this transposition 
is most frequently found with parti- 
ciples ; ‘ §uws cum participio ita coin- 
ponitur, ut inclusum protasi tamen 
ad apodosin pertineat,’ Vol. 11. p. 318: 
comp. Plato, Phedo, 91 Cc, poBetras 
Lh h Wuxh Suws kal Oecdrepoy kal kdd- 
Nov dv TOD oOdparos mpoaroANUnTas and 
see Stalbaum in loc. Siabhxny] 
‘a covenant.’ It may be true, doc- 
trinally considered, that it is not of 
much moment whether 5:a0. be inter- 
preted ‘contractum an testamentum’ 
(Calv.); considered however oxegeti- 
cally, it is obvious that (a) the order 
of the words, and (6) the comparison 
between the d:a0jxn of man and the 
5:aO4xn of God (ver. 17), tacitly insti- 
tuted by the emphatic position of 
avOpwrou (sing. to make the antithesis 
more apparent), both require exclu- 
sively the former meaning; so A&th. 
(kidan), and appy. Theoph. d:a04xyp - 
kal cuugdwrlav: the other Vv. either 
adopt d:adyxn (Syr., Copt.), or are 
ambiguous. <A paper on the uses of 
this word in the N. T. will be found 
in the Classical Museum, Vol. Vii. p. 
299; see also Bagge tn loc. 
émdtardocerat] ‘adds new condi- 
tions,’ ‘superordinat,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
‘novas addit constitutiones,’ Bretsch. 
Lex. 8.v., or, in effect, as it is neatly 
paraphrased by Herm., ‘additamentis 
vitiat ;’ compare Joseph. Antig. XVII. 
9, 4, and esp. Bell. Jud. 1. 2. 3, 
aiiay ris émidiabinns Thy diaOnKxny 
elvac xupiwrépay. 

16. rt St’ ABpadp] ‘ Now to Abra- 
ham.’ parenthetical argument designed 
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to-make the application of this par- 
ticular example to the general case 
perfectly distinct, and to obviate every 
misapprehension. The Apostle seems 
to say; ‘this, however, is not a case 
merely of a d:aOjxn, but of an éray- 
vye\la,—yea, of érayyeNlat; nor was 
it made merely to a man Abraham 
(avOp. 5:a8.), but to Christ. Accord- 
ing to the usual interpretation, dé in- 
troduces the prop. minor of a syllo- 
gism, which is interrupted by the 
parenthetical comment od Aéyer. . « 
Xpiorés, but resumed in ver. 17, 
‘aiqui Abraamo et semini,’ &c. Herm. 
To this however the objection of 
Meyer seems very just, that in that 
case St. Paul would have undoubtedly 
given a greater logical prominence to 
the divine nature of the promises to 
Abrahain by some such turn as Geds 
be r@’ABp. x.7.d.; see also Alf. in 
loc. at érayyeAlat] ‘the 
promises y plural, as being several 
times repeated (Est.), and couched in 
different forms of expression; comp. 
Gen. xill. 15, xv. 18, xvii. 8, xxvi. 4, 
xxviii. 14. They involved, as Bengel 
well observes, not only earthly but 
heavenly blessings, ‘terre Canaan et 
mundi, et divinorum bonorum om- 
nium.’ The latter were more dis- 
tinctly future, the former paulo-post- 
future. On the exact spiritual nature 
of these promises, see Hengstenberg, 
Christol. Vol. I. p. 38 (Clark). 

The so-called Ionic form &$4é6ncav has 
the support of the best uncial MSS., 
and is adopted by most of the recent 
editors ; see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 447. 

Kal r@ oéppatt atrot] ‘and to his 
seed ;’ emphatic, as pointing’to Christ, 
and forming as it were the fulcrum 
of the argument which follows. The 
passages of scripture referred to are 


here appy. Gen. xiii. 15, and xvii. 
8, but not Gen. xxii. 18: so Iren. v. 
32, Origen on Rom. iv. Vol. Vv. p.. 
276 (ed. Lomm.). We may 
here pause to make a brief remark 
on the great freedom with which so 
many commentators have allowed 
themselves to characterize St. Paul's 
argument as either artificial (‘Schul- 
kunst,’ Ewald) or Rabbinical (Mey.; 
comp. Surenhus. BiSX. Karen. p. 84), 
or, as Baur, Apost. Paul. p. 665, has 
even ventured to assert, ‘ plainly arbi- 
trary and incorrect.’ It may be true 
that similar arguments occur in Rab- 
binical writers (Schoettg. Hor. Vol. 
I. p. 736); it may be true that orépua 
(like YM) is a collective noun, and 
that when the plural is used, as in 
Dan. i. 12, ‘grains of seed’ are 
implied. All this may be so,— 
nevertheless, we have. here an inter- 
pretation which the Apostle, writing 
under the illumination of the Holy 
Ghost, has deliberately propounded, 
and which, therefore (whatever dith- 
culties may at first sight appear in it) 
is profoundly and indisputably true. 
We hold, therefore, that there is as 
certainly’ a mystical meaning in the 
use of YN in Gen. xiii. 15, xvii. 8, as 
there is an argument for the resurrec- 
tion in Exod. iii. 6, though in neither 
case was the writer necessarily aware 
of it. As YN in its simple meaning 
generally (except Gen. iv. 25, 1 Sam. 
i. 11) denotes not the mere progeny 
of a man, but his posterity viewed as 
one organically-connected whole; so 
here in its mystical meaning it denotes 
not merely the spiritual posterity of 
Abraham, but Him in whom that 
posterity is all organically united, the 
TAnpwya, the xepad}, even Christ. 
This St. Paul endeavours faintly to 
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17. els Xpiorrév] ‘for Christ,’ t.e., to be fulfilled in Christ: not ‘usque ad 
tempora Christi,’ or ‘in reference to Christ’ (Peile), but as in ver.24. These 
words are omitted by ABC ; 17. 23*.67**.80; Vulg., Copt., Ath. (both); Cyr. 
(2), Dam.; Jerome, Aug. (often), Pel., Bed. (Lachm., Tisch., Mey.),—and it 
must be.fairly owned have some appearance of being a gloss, still the authority 
for the insertion,—viz., DEFGJK ; most mss.; Syr. (both), Clarom., Arm. 
[correct Griesb.]; Chrys., Theod., Theoph., Gicum. (Rec., Scholz), is so strong 
that we seem justified in an insertion in brackets. See Bagge in loc. (p. 95), who 


has argued with ability in favour of the Received Text. 


convey to his Greek readers by the use 
of omépua and oméppara: see Olsh. 
and Windischm. ¢n loc., both of whom 
may be consulted with profit. 

od Adye] ‘ He saith not,” not 4 ypagdy} 
(Bos, Ellips. p. §4), a8 in Rom. xv. 10, 
—where this subst. is supplied from 
yeéyparrat, ver. 9,—or 7d IIvedua 
(Riick., Winer, Gr. § 39. 1), which 
appears arbitrary, but the natural 
subject 6 Océs, as in Eph. iv. 8, v. 14, 
and (pol) 1 Cor. vi. 16, Heb. viii. 5. 
So appy. Syr., which here inserts 


aS [illi] after Aéyec. @s él 


wohhev] ‘as (speaking) of many.’ 
Apparently a solitary instance in the 
N.T. of this meaning of ér with 
gen. after verbs ‘dicendi,’ &c. (2 Cor. 
vii. 14 [Riick.], is not in point, as 
éxt Tlrov is there ‘coram Tito’), 
though not uncommon in classical 
Greek; comp. Plato, Charm. 155 D, 
érl tod Kado A\éyww wacdés, and 1b. 
Gorg. 453 E, wddw 8 el dwt rdv avradv 
Texvav Néyouev. In this use of éri, a 
trace of the local meaning (super- 
position, Donalds. Gr. § 483) may be 
distinctly perceived, the gen. repre- 
senting as it were the substratum on 
which the action rests; comp. John 
vi. 2; and see Bernhardy, Synt. v. 
23, p. 248, Winer, Gr. 8 47. g, 
p- 335, and for a comprehensive 
notice of this prep., Wittmann, de 
Naturd &c. éxt (Schweinf. 1846). 


8s lor Xprorés] ‘Christ (Jesus),’ 
not Christ and his Church, as Ham- 
mond in loc.: this appears evident 
from the emphasis which St. Paul 
lays on the use of the singular ; 
oméppa Sé avrod xara cdpxa éoriv 6 
Xptorés, Chrys. Some useful re- 
marks on this passage will be found 
in the Theol. Critic, No. Iv. p. 494 
8q. 
17. toro 8 Adyo] ‘ This, however, 
I say,’ ‘hoc autem dico,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. Instead of using the collec- 
tive ody, which might obscure the 
exact position which ver. 16 holds in 
the argument, St. Paul uses the expla- 
natory formula rotro dé A\éyw. The 
dé thus serves both to resume the 
argument (cadnvelas xdpiw dvadauBd- 
vet Tov Adyov, CEcum.) after the short 
digression, kar’ dv0p. \éyw—rofro dé 
Aéyw, and also to mark the applica- 
tion of the particular case to the 
general principle. 

6 pera trerpaxdoia «.t.A.] ‘which 
came (so long a time as) four hundred 
and thirty years afterwards; werd 
wrelorov xpdvov, Theodoret. The 
chronological difficulty involved inthis 
passage, when compared with Gen. 
xv. 13, Exod. xii. 40, and Acts vii. 6, 
can only be briefly noticed. Here the 
period from the promise to the exodus 
is stated to be 430 years; but in Exod. 
l. c. the same period, and in Gen. 
and Acts l.c. the round number 400 
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is assigned to the sojourn in Egypt 
alone. The ancient mode of explana- 
tion seems perfectly satisfactory, — 
viz., that the 430 years include the 
sojourn in Canaan (about 215 years) 
as well as that in Egypt; the whole 
period of abode éy yj ox ldig (Gen. 
xv. 13); comp. August. Quest. in 
Heptat. 11. 47 (Vol. urn p. 611, 
Migne), Usher, Chronol. Sacr. ch. 8. 
This is confirmed by the addition of 
the words xal dv y7 Xavady (Exod. 
l.c.) in the L.XX, and Samar. Pent. : 
see Petav. Rat. Temp. 11. Book 2, 4, 
Vol. 1. p. 71, Hales, Chron. Vol. 11. 
p. 153 (ed. 18t1). It may be ob- 
served that the records of the family of 
Levi appear to render solong a sojourn 
in Egypt as 430 years impossible. 
Amram, grandson of Levi, marries his 
father’s sister Jochebed (Exod. vi. 
20; comp. Exod. ii. 1, Numb. xxvi. 
59.). Now, as it appears probable by 
a comparison of dates that Levi was 
born when Jacob was about 87, Levi 
would have been 43 when he came 
into Egypt ; there he lives 94 years, 
(Exod. vi. 16). Assuming, then, even 
that Jochebed was born in the last 
year of Levi's life, she must at least 
have been 256 years old when Moses 
was born, if the sojourn in Egypt be 
430 years: see Windischm. zn loc. 
The transposition &rn rerpax. x.7.X. 
(Rec.) has against it the authority of 
all the uncial MSS. except J K, and 
is certainly to be rejected. 

elg ro katapyfioat «.7.A.] ‘that it 
should render the promise of none 
effect,’ ‘ad evacuandam promissio- 
nem,’ Vulg., Clarom. (comp. A«th., 
Syr.-Philox); els 76 with the infini- 


tive here retaining its usual primary 
force of object or intention: rd xarapy. 
was the object aimed at by the invali- 
dation. It may be remarked that as 
the prep. alone may point to conse- 
quence as wellas intention (see exx. in 
Rost. u. Palm, Lex. s.v. él v. 1), 
we must not abruptly deny what is 
termed the ‘ecbatic’ force of els ré: 
still usage seems to show that in St. 
Paul's Epp. the final els 7d so much 
predominates (opp. to Jelf, Gr. § 625. 
3. a), that even in passages like 2 Cor. 
viii. 6, we must not conceive all idea 
of purpose wholly obliterated ; comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 44. 6, p. 294 8q., and 
see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 12. 

18. eb yap é vépou] Confirmatory 
expansion of the preceding words; ‘I 
say advisedly, els 7rd xarapy. K.T.X.; 
for if the inheritance be of the law, 
the promise must plainly be reduced 
to inoperativeness and invalidity ; see 
Theoph. an loc. The prep. é« here . 
preserves its primary meaning of ort- 
gim under the slight modification of 
result or consequence ; see notes on ch. 
ii, 16. 4, kAnpovopla] ‘the 
inheritance ;’ here used by the Apostle 
in its higher meaning to denote that 
inheritance of the blessings of the Mes- 
siah’s kingdom,—the inheritance of 
the heavenly Canaan, which was typi- 
fied by the lower and primary mean- 
ing, the inheritance of the earthly 


Canaan ; comp. Acts vii. 5, Heb. xi. 
8, and see Brown, p. 147. 


ovxére &€ érrayyeAlas] ‘it is no more of 
promise,’ the latter supposition is ex- 
cluded by the former; comp. Rom. 


vii. ,20, xi. 6, and see Winer, Gr. § 


66. 10, p. 545. Ovxér: is thus used in 
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(positive answer); and was not against the promises of God (negative answer), to which it 


was @ preparative institution. 


its simple logical sense without any 
temporal reference. SU 
érayyeXlas] ‘by means of promise ; 
not ‘in the form of a promise’ (Peile, 
Riick.), nor as uniting with xexdp. as 
& mere equivalent to éwrnyyeidaro 
(Aith., both), but simply and plainly 
‘per promissionem,’ Beza, ‘ by virtue 
and by means of promise.’ The en- 
joyment of the inheritance depended 
on no conditions, came through no 
other medium, save that of promise. 
Kexaptorat] ‘hath freely given it,’ 
‘gratis dedit,’ Copt.; ‘notanda est 
emphasis in voce Kex. que a xdpis 
deducitur, adeoque a Bez& (?) recte 
vertitur gratificutus est, confer Rom. 
iv. 13, 14, 15,’ Bull, Harm. Ap. 1. 
5.5. Kexdp. may be translated in- 
transitively, ‘ Abrahamo grata fecit 
Deus’ (Schott, Olsh., Bretsch.); but 
as the verb is nearly always used 
transitively in the N.T., and as 
logical perspicuity requires that the 
subject of the first member of the 
conditional syllogism (Beng. ) should be 
supplied in the second, it appears most 
natural to tacitly supply xAnpovoulay 
as the obvious object-accusative. With 
the present use of the perf., implying 
the duration of the xdprs, contrast 
Phil. ii. 9, ¢é¢xaploaro airg@ bvopua, 
where the action is represented as 
a simple historical fact. 

19. tl odtv 6 vépnos] ‘ What then is 
the law,’ t.e., ‘what is the meaning, 
the object of the law?’ Answer to 
the not unnatural objection,—that the 
Law must, according to the Apostle’s 
reasoning, be deemed a useless insti- 
tution (repirrds éréOy, Theod.),—by 
a statement of its real use, office, 
characteristics, and relation to the 
covenant of grace: wa ui Tis voulog 
wepitroy Tov vdmov, Kai TotTo di0p- 


Ootrarc rd pépos, Seexvds Bre ovK elxy, 
G\Aa ward xpyoluws €560n, Chrys. 
Ti is not for da rf (Schott, Brown), 
but is the idiomatic neuter expressive 
of the abstract nature, &c., of the 
subject ; see Bernhardy, Synt. Vl. 4, 
p- 336, and comp. Madvig, Synt. 
§ 97, note. Meyer cites 1 Cor. iii. 5, 
rl obv éorw 'AroAdws, but the MSS. 
evidence [CDEFGJ opp. to AB] 
seems there fairly in favour of ris. 

Tav wapaBdacewv xdpiv] ‘on account 
of,’ ‘because of, the transgressions,’ 
aa transgressiones, Vulg., 


12 Load 2 Nise [propter trans- 


gressionem] ‘Syr. as Copt. (ethbe), and 
appy. Arm. (vasn),—scil., to manifest, 
awaken a conviction of, and give as 
it were a distinctive existence to the 
transgressions of it (which existed but 
were not properly recognized as such), 
whether previous or subsequent to its 
introduction; comp. Rom. v. 13, dxpe 
yap vépov auaptla hv év xdouw, the 
more generic aapria being there used, 
as sin is not contemplated (as here) 
specially in the light ofa transgression 
of a fixed ordinance. Owing to the 
various shades of meaning that have 
been assigned to xdpu, the exact sig- 
nificance of these words is somewhat 
debateable. Of the many interpre- 
tations that have heen proposed three 
deserve consideration, (a) ‘ad coer- 
cendas transgresstones > as Chrys. 
(dvri xadwod 6 védpuos), Theoph. 
(Ecum., Jerome, and most of the 
older expositors : (8) ‘transgressionum 
gratid,’ scil. to call them forth, to 
multiply them, and, as it were, bring 
them to a head, Rom. v. 20, vii. 7; 
so appy. Clarom., -‘factorum (?)} 
gratia,’ very distinctly Atth. (both), 
‘ut multiplicarent peccata,’ and some 
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modern expositors, Meyer, Alf., al.: 
(y) ‘tranegressionum causd,’ t.e. ‘ut 
transgressiones palam faceret, eoque 
modo homines cogeret ad agnitionem 
sui reatus,’ Calv.; Rom. iii. 20; so 
appy. Vulg., Syr., Copt., Arm., Aug. 
Beza, Winer (appy.), and also in part 
Hofmann (Schrifth. Vol. 11. 2, p. 
48) who objects both to (a) and the 
extreme view of (8). Of these 
interpretations we must, in spite of 
the authority of the Greek commen- 
tators, plainly reject (a) on lexical 
grounds, as no satisfactory exx. 
(Soph. Gd. Col. 443 [see Herm.] is 
not to the point, nor 1 John iii. 12, 
nor even Clem. Hom. XI. 16, rév 
waparTwudrwr xdpw h ryuwpla &rerat) 
have as yet been adduced of such a 
practically reversed meaning of xdpw. 
The second (8) is more plausible, but 
still open to the grave objection, that 
in a comparatively undogmatical pas- 
sage it ascribes a purpose directly to 
God (contrast Rom. v. 20, vépos 
wapeonrGev Wa x.r.d.), which would 
have certainly needed a fuller expla- 
nation. We may retain, therefore, 
with some confidence (7), which is 
both lexically defensible (see below), 
and yields a good and pertinent sense. 
The office of the law was to make 
transgressions palpable, to awaken a 
conviction of sin in the heart (rd 
meioa elddvac Ta olkeia apapripara, 
Chrys.), and make man feel his need 
of a Saviour. It was thus also neces- 
sarily temporary (Axpis od x.7.A.), 
for when the Seed did come, higher 
influences began to work within. 

It only remains briefly to answer the 
lexical objection of Meyer, by stating 
that xdpu (esp. in later writers) does 
not always mean ‘in gratiam,’ but in- 
cludes all shades of meaning, from in 
gratiam to causd and propter, just as 


those of évexa range from causd to 
quod ‘attinet ad ; see Bernh. Synt. v. 
16, p. 233, Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s.v. 
xdper, and comp. exx. in Ast, Lex. 
Plat. and Rost u. Palm, Lez. s.v. 

A discussion of this passage and the 
general scope of the law will be found 
in Petav. de Predest. x. 25. 1, Vol. 
I. p. 461 ; compare also Bull, Exam. 
Cens. X1x. 6, and more recently Baur, 
Apost. Paul. 11. 5, p. 581 8sq., but 
observe that all these writers adopt 
the negative meaning of xdpu. 
wpomeréOn] ‘was superadded,’ ‘auper- 
addita est,’ Hery.; it was, however, 
as Meyer observes, no éridia0:jxn, 
but a totally fresh institution. 
The reason is given by Ccum., ta 
SelEy tov véuov ph Svra mwxpwréruroy 
dorep al érayyeNla: elaly. The 
present reading is supported by ABC 
D*EJK ; most mss.; Theod. (2), 
Dam., Theoph., Cicum., and is dis- 
tinctly to be preferred to éré0n (Rec.), 
which has both less external autho- 
rity [D’FG ; 5 mss. (Vulg., Clarom., 
appy.,—but in such cases Vv. can 
hardly be cited) Clem., Orig., Euseb. ], 
and also seems to have been a very 
natural substitutien for a more diffi- 
cult word. &xpis of AGy] 
‘until the seed shall have come,’ 
‘terminus ad quem’ of the duration 
of the newly introduced institution 
(Mey.), involving the obvious query, 
Tl wepatrépw xal wapda xatpdv avtroy 
€\xets, Chrys. This use of the sub- 
junct. after an aor. in temporal sen- 
tences, can be fully defended on the 
recognised principle, that the past is 
contemplated by the writer as a 
present, from which, as it were, he is 
taking his survey of what would be 
then future, though now past; see 
exx. in Winer, Gr. § 41. 1, p. 257 
sq., comp. Schmalf. Synt. § 128. 2, 
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Klotz, Devar. Vol. u1. p. 618. It 
must, however, be applied with cau- 
tion both in the N.T. and in later 
Greek, owing to the gradual disuse of 
the opt. and the tendency of the subj. 
to take its place. Meyercalls attention 
to the omission of 4» as evincing the 
idea in St. Paul’s mind of all absence 
of obstacles; see Herm. de Partic. 
dy, II. 9, p. 110, Klota, Devan. Vol. 
11. p. 568, Schmalf. Synt. § 121. 

@ erfyyyeArar] ‘to whom the promise 
has been made ;’ wept Xpicrod rAéywr, 
Chrys.; comp. ver. 16, éppé0ycav—r¢ 
onmépuart. It does not seem desirable 
to destroy the parallelism of these two 
clauses by translating émiyy., sc. 6 
Oeds, actively. Starayels | 
‘ordained ,;’ not ‘promulgated,’ Ust., 
Winer, but simply ‘ordinata,’ Vulg., 
Copt., ‘ disposita,’ Clarom.; see Philo, 
Op. Mund. I. 1, dcarerayudvwv bwd 
Tay voxolerGy, and comp. Hesiod, 
Op. 274, vopov Sdiérate Kpovlwy, 
where one Scholiast (Proclus) para- 
phrases it by the simple verb. The 
participial clause serves to add acces- 
sory details and distinctions to xpoger., 
and is not prior to, but contempo- 
raneous with the action described by 
the finite verb; comp. Col. ii. 15, 
and see notes in loc. On the union 
of the part. with the finite verb, see 
the brief but pertinent remarks of 
Bernhardy, Synt. X. 9, p. 383, and 
the more elaborate notice of Schmal- 
feld, Synt. § 205 sq. It would cer- 
tainly seem that, esp. in later Greek 
writers, the part. is often associated 
with the finite verb, where two verbs 
united with a copula would have 
seemed more natural and even more 
intelligible; see the exx. in Herm. 
Viger, No. 224. On the best mode 
of translating these sort of participles, 
see notes on Col. ii. 7 (Transl.). 
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Sv’ dyy&ev] ‘through angels,’ ‘per an- 
gelos,’ Vulg., Clarom., 1S pve => 
a 9 “9 


{in manu angelorum] Syr., scil. 
ayyAwv vroupyouvrwy, Theod.: third 
characteristic of the law (see next 
note) serving to show the distinction, 
in point of manner and circumstance, 
between its enactment and the giving 
of the Promise: ‘per angelos, in 
manu mediatoris, dupliciter mediate,’ 
Beng.; comp Baur, Paulus, p. 582. 
There is thus no reason whatever fur 
modifying this meaning of did: it 
points simply and plainly to the 
media and intervenient actors, by 
whose ministry the law was enacted ; 
see Joseph. Antig. XV. 5. 3, Huav Ta 
Kédd\NoTa Tay doypdrwy Kal ra dow- 
tara Trav év Tois vouos 8 a&yy&ov 
mapa Tov Geod uabdvrwy, Deut. xxxiii. 
2 (LXX), and see Winer, Gr. § 47. I, p. 
339, note. év xeupl peo(rov] 
‘in the hand of a mediator,’ ‘in 
manu mediatoris,’ Syr., Vulg., Cla- 
rom., Copt., Arm.: fourth and most 
important distinction (see below) he- 
tween the law and the Promise, and to 
which the argument of ver. 20 specially 
refers. The éy is not instrumental 
‘by the hand,’ Mey. (on the ground 
that Moses received the law from God, 
and gave it to the people; comp. 
Baur, Apost. Paul. p. 583), but, as 
the use of the singular, and the 
Aramaic idiom both suggest, combines 
with xepl as=73, scil. ‘ministerio 
(mediatoris) ;> rq rovrov Oéce. Muwv- 
céws dtaxovotyros, Theodoret ; see 
2 Chron. xxxiii. 8, Josh. xiv. 2, 
Wisdom xi. 1. That Moses is the 
mediator here referred to (Deut. v. 5), 
seems now so generally admitted, that 
we may reasonably wonder how the 
early expositors (Basil and Theodoret 
are exceptions) could have so gene- 
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rally coincided in the perplexing 
view of Origen (Vol. v. p. 273, ed. 
Lomm.), that the peolrys here men- 
tioned was Christ. Great diffe- 
rence of opinion, however, exists as 
to St. Paul’s object in recounting 
these details. If it was to prove the 
lowliness of the law, such a recital 
would in several parts rather seem to 
convey the contrary. If it was to 
show the glorious nature (Mey.), such 
an object would appear seriously at 
variance with the context. The 
more natural view is, that it was to 
mark the fundamental differences be- 
tween the law and the Gospel, and 
thence, as a natural result of the con- 
trast, the transitory and provisional 
nature of the former. The law was 
an institution (1), 7ay mapaBdcewy 
xdpw, restricted and conditioned ; (2) 
dxypis o5 x.7.X., temporary and pro- 
visional; (3) dtarayels de’ dyyéAwy 
mediately (not immediately) given 
by God ; (4) é» xepi ec., mediately 
(but not immediately) received from 
God: see Olsh. and Windischm. in 
loc. 

20. 6 8 peolryns] ‘Now every me- 
diator,’ or, according to our English 
idiom, ‘a mediator ;’ the dé being 
transitional (ueraBarixdy, see notes on 
ch. ili. 8), and the article referring, 
not to the mediator previously men- 
tioned, ‘this mediator’ (Brown), but 
to the generic idea of a mediator ;’ 
‘articulus definit indefinita, idque 
duobus modis, aut designando certo 
de multis, aut que multa sunt, cunctis 
tm unum colligendis,’ Herm. Iph. 
Aul. p. xv. (Pref.); see Winer, Gr. 
§ 18.1, p. 97. dvds ok 
torw] ‘appertains not unto one,’ 
‘does not belong to any single one, — 
any one who stands isolated and by 
himself, but implies two parties ;’ so 


Copt. and Arm., both of which throw 
that slight emphasis on the évos, which 
the Greek seems both to require and 
suggest: contrast Hofmann, Schriftb. 
Vol. 11. 2, p. 48, who, appy. without 
any just ground, asserts the contrary. 
This idea of singleness and isolation 
is really our only clue. With 
regard to this and the remaining 
words it is necessary to premise that 
all idea of the verse being a gloss 
(Michaelis, Liicke, Stud. u. Krit. for 
1828, p. 83 sq.) must be summarily 
dismissed, as there is no variation 
found in the MSS. or mss., either in 
the words or their order. 

4 St Geds els dorrlv] ‘ but Gon is one,’ 
‘Gop (not without slight emphasis, 
comp. ver. 21), the direct and per- 
sonal giver of the Promise, does stand 
single and isolated,—dealt singly with 
Abraham (r@ 52 ’ABp. 60 érayyeXlas 
kexdpiorat 6 Geds, ver. 18),—and, by 
consequence, is (in the promise) me- 
diatorless :’ prop. minor of a syllogism, 
of which the conclusion, being obvious, 
is omitted ; see below. Out of the 
mass of interpretations of this terse 
sentence (said positively to exceed 
400), those of Schleiermacher, Winer, 
and Meyer best deserve attention. 
A brief notice of these will serve to 
illustrate the precise nature of the 
difficulties. In the first part of 
the verse all are agreed ; ‘now every 
mediator involves the idea of more 
than one:’ in the concluding clause 
they thus differ. (1) Schleierm., 
adopted by Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 1. 2, p. 
179 ; ‘but God is one ’—in reference 
to His promises, free, unfettered by 
conditions. (2) Winer; ‘but God is 
one’—one part only (comp. A&th.- 
Pol., ‘ unus est duorum’); the people 
of Israel must be the other part: 
hence they are bound to the law.” 
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(3) Meyer; ‘but God (on the con- 
trary) is one’—and one only (ein 
Einziger); there is then a funda- 
mental difference in the number of 
parties concerned in the law and the 
promise. Schl. and Win. thus con- 
nect ver. 20 with ver. 19 as an epexe- 
gesis; Mey. joins it with ver. 21, 
making it St, Paul’s own statement 
of a difficulty that might arise in a 
reader's mind. Meyer's interpreta- 
tion has this advantage over Schleier- 
macher’s, that it preserves the nume- 
rical idea which plainly belongs to 
els; and this over Winer’s, that 6 
Océs, which is clearly the subject, is 
not practically turned into the pre- 
dicate. In the undue stress, how- 
ever, which it places on the idea of 
unity as opposed to that of plurality, 
and more esp. in the assumption that 
6 5¢ Geds x.7.A. is in fact a mono- 
theistic ‘locus communis’ (comp. 
Jowett), it cannot be pronounced 
wholly satisfactory. Perhaps the 
following simple explanation is less 
open to objections. The context 
states briefly the four distinctive 
features of the law (see above) with 
tacit reference to the émrayyeNla. 
Three of these are passed over ; the 
last, as the most important, is noticed ; 
‘the law was «ith, the promise was 
without a mediator.’ Verse 20 thus 
appears a syllogism of which the con- 
clusion is omitted: ‘Now a mediator 
does not appertain to one (standing 
or acting alone); but (in the promise) 
God 7s one (does stand and act alone): 
THEREFORE (in the promise) A ME- 
DIATOR DOES NOT APPERTAIN TO GOD. 
Is then the law (a dispensation which, 
besides other distinctions, involved a 
mediator) opposed to the promises 
which rested ON GOD (and involved no 
mediator)? God forbid.’ According 
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to this view the only real difficulty is 
narrowed to the propositio minor. 
How was God one? And the answer 
seems, —not because He is essentially 
unity (comp. De W.), nor because 
He is one by Himself, and Abraham 
is one by himself (Baur, Pazwl. p. 
583), nor yet because He is both the 
giver, the Father, and the receiver, 
the Son, united (ed. 1, Windischm.; 
an interpr. too devoid of simplicity 
and too expressly theological), but, 
with the aspect that the last clause of 
verse 18 puts on the whole reasoning, 
—because He dealt with Abraham 
singly and directly, stood alone, and 
used no mediator. The almost 
obvious objection to this explanation 
is, that it implies and involves a 
limitation (‘in the promise’) in a 
clause which seems a mere ‘locus 
communis ;’ but the answer does not 
seem unreasonable, that even assum- 
ing that the minor was really sug- 
gested to the Apostle, as being a 
general axiomatic statement, his pre- 
vious declaration of God's having 
dealt with Abraham with no other 
medium than His own gracious 
promise (5: éwayyeXias) showed what 
he really regarded as the present 
verification of it. The reader who 
desires to examine some of the other 
interpretations may consult, for the 
earlier, Bonitz, Plur. de Gal, iii. 20 
Sentent. Examinate, Lips. 1800 ; for 
the later, Winer’s Excursus, and 
Meyer tn loc. 

21. 6& obv vépos x.7.A.] ‘Js the 
law then agatnst the promises of God ;’ 
the ody with its full collective force 
(Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 717), 
gathering up the previous reasoning 
and immediately applying its obvious 
though omitted result ; ‘does then 
a confessedly distinctive, ceremonial, 
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and mediatorial system stand in oppo- 
sition with the promises which God 
gave to Abraham without a mediator 
and without any distinctive ceremo- 
nies ?” 700 Geod is not 
without emphasis; ‘the promises 
which rest immediately on God, and 
were attested by no mediator.’ The 
plural ai éwayyeX. is used, as in ver. 
16, in ref. to different repetitions of 
the promise, and to hint at the various 
ways of fulfilment which it contem- 
plated. Lachm. places roi 
Ocod in brackets, in consequence of 
its omission in B, Clarom., Sangerm., 
—but on authority almost obviously 
insufficient. el ydp 666m] 
‘ For if there had been given ;’ proof 
of the justice of the foregoing declara- 
tion uh yévorro; mp@rov ev awayo- 
pever elray, ph yévoiro’ érara Kal 
xaracxeuvdfe, Chrys. On the use of 
bh yévorro see notes on ch. ii. 17. 

vopos 5 Suvdpevos] ‘a law (as the 
principle) which could have,’ &c. This 
is one out of many instances, both 
in the N. T. and elsewhere, in which, 
to give prominence to the defining 
clause, the anarthrous noun is followed 
and defined by the article attached to 
a participle, e.g. Rom. ii. 14, €0vy ra 
py véporv Exovra: see further exx. in 
Winer, Gr. § 20. 4, p. 126, Ellendt, 
Lex. Soph. 8s. v. 6, Vol, Il. p. 241. 

Lwororficat] ‘to give life (and bleesed- 
mess);’ ‘vivificare, sive vitam dare, 
idem est quod dare xAnpovoulay, hsere- 
ditatem vite celestis atque eterne,’ 
Bull, Exam. Cens. x1x. 6: see 2 Cor. 
iii. 6, and comp. Ust. Lehrb. 1. 4. § 
B, p. 61. So also, in ver. 12, {joerac 
(= Swhv alwvov &er, Olsh. on Rom. i. 
17) similarly involves the ideas of life 
aud blessedness. byTws 
K.7.A.] ‘verily, &c.; ‘apprime no- 


tanda est emphasis egregia in adverbio 
byrws, vere,’ Bull, Exam. Cens. XIx. 
6. It has been asked, whether St. 
Paul is here reasoning (a) from the 
effect ({wor.) to the cause (Stxatoc.); 
or, conversely, (6), from the cause 
({wor., assumed to mean a new moral 
life) to the effect (dixatoc.); compare 
Neander, Plant. Vol.1. p. 418 (Bohn). 
Certainly the former; dixacoo. is 
really, as Ust. properly observes, the 
middle member between yvdéuos and 
fw, without which the law could not 
have given life. St. Paul, however, 
thus states his argument: ‘lex vitam 
dare non potest, proinde neque veram 
justificationem,’ Bull, Ex. Cens, I. c. 
The order adopted in Rec., byrws ay éx 
youou hv, has only the support of D3E 
JK; mss.; Chrys., Theod., al., and 
is rejected by most critical editors. 

&& vépou] ‘would have resulted from 
the law,’ ‘would have come from the 
law as its origin,’ not ‘would have 
been suspended on law’ (Peile),—a 
meaning which usually arises from the 
associated verb, deity, dprdcba, &c., 
and does not appear to be very com- 
mon out of Herodot.; comp. Bern- 
hardy, Synt. V. 13, p. 227. The order 
in Rec., dv éx vduouv hy [with DFEJK ; 
mss. ; Chrys., Theod., al.], has not 
sufficient authority, though, it must 
be admitted that, owing to the varia- 
tions in the leading MSS. (B é» véuy, 
D om. dy, FG om. dv Fy), the text is 
not wholly free from suspicion. 

22. GAG] ‘ But on the contrary ;’ 
not dé, as there is a marked adversa- 
tive relation between the clauses, and 
as a statement in ref. to the law is 
about to be made exactly contrary to 
the result of the foregoing assump- 
tion ; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 2, 
3. In Latin, this distinction can 
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usually be maintained by the more 
distinctly adversative sed (Vulg., Cla- 
rom.), not the more simply oppositive 
autem, in which latter particle, ‘ dis- 
crimen proprie indicatur, non diver- 
sitas,’ Hand, 7ursell. Vol. 1. p. 355, 
comp. Klotz, Vol. 1. p. 361. 
cuvécdacev f ypadh] ‘the Scripture 
shut up, not equiv. to 6 vdpos 
(Jowett, al.), but with a kind of per- 
sonification, 7 Oela ypagd (Theod.), 
the Scripture of the Old Test. as the 
representative of Him by whom it was 
inspired ; comp. ver. 8. With regard 
to the meaning of cuyx\clew (‘ con- 
cludi sub peccato is dicitur, qui pec- 
cati reatu adhuc obstrictus tenetur,’ 
Bull, Bx. Cens. x1x. 6), it may be 
observed (1) that the declaratory 
sense (‘conclusos declaravit,’ Bull, 
comp. Baur, Paulus, p. 581), does 
not lie in the verb (see Rom. xi. 32, 
where the act is ascribed to God), but 
in the context ; and (2) that the prep. 
avy does not imply the similarity of 
situation of all (Beng.), but simply 
the idea of contraction (Mey.), ‘ab 
omni parte clausit,’ Schott 2; comp. 
cuumcéfev, cunmrvlyew: see Fritz. Rom. 
xi. 32, Vol. 11. p. §45, and exx, in 
Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v. Vol. 11. p. 
1395, where instances are cited of 
ovyky. being used in reforence to a 
single person. On this text and on 
the general relation of the law to sin, 
see the weighty sermon of Usher, Serm. 
v. Vol. x11. p. 60 sq. (ed. Elringt.). 
va tavra] ‘all.’ The neuter cannot 
safely be pressed (non modo omnes sed 
omnia Beng.), as if it were specially 
chosen to include not only men, but 
all their actions, &c., ‘humana om- 
nia,’ Jowett (comp. Alf., Windisch.); 
this being neither required by the 
context (comp. ver. 23), nor justified 
by St. Paul’s usus loquendi: see Rom. 


xi, 32, where, in a passage exactly 
similar, the masc. is used, and comp. 
Theodoret in loc., who divides the ra 
wdvra into rods xpd véuov, and rods év 
vou. The exact difference between 
tovs wdyras and Ta, wdyra is, perhaps, 
here no greater than between ‘all 
men’ and ‘all mankind’ (see Ust.): 
the neuter is idiomatically and in- 
stinctively chosen, as best suiting the 
generality of the declaration ; comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 27. 5, p. 160, Seidler on 
Eur. Troad. 426. twa h 
émrayy.] ‘in order that the promise,’ 
object and infent,—not the mere re- 
cognised consequence (‘quo appareat 
dari,’ Winer) of the ovyxXerots, on the 
part of 7 ypagy and God its author. 
The abstract éwayyeXla is here, as the 
context suggests, practically equiva- 
lent to the concrete ‘res promissa’ 
(Schott), scil. xAnpovoula; see ver. 18, 
Heb. x. 36, xi. 39, and comp. Test. 
xu. Patr. p. 725, 6 Geds elodter mas 
els rhy émayyeXdlay (cited by Bretsch 
Lex. 8. v.), where this concrete notion 
is taken in its widest extent, as = 7 
77 THs éwayyeNlas; so KAnpovoula, 2 
Mace. ii. 4. éx wlorews I. X.] 
‘by faith in Jesus Christ,’ ‘ resulting 
from faith as its source and origin 
(notes, ch. ii. 16); éx. wlor. being in 
close union,—not with 3067 (Riick., 
Conyb.), but with érayyeAla (comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, p. 123, notes on 
Eph. i. 15), and forming a retrospec- 
tive antithesis to éx vdéuou, ver. 21. 
The genitive "Inc. Xp. is perhaps here 
to be taken in its most comprehensive 
sense ; not only ‘faith on Christ’ (gen. 
objectt), but ‘faith as given by Him’ 
(gen. subject?) ; comp. notes on ch. ii. 16. 
In the N. T. especially, the connexion 
of the nom. and gen. must often be 
explained solely from exegetical con- 
siderations ; see Winer, Gr. § 30. 1, 
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p. 168. Tots murrevouc ry | 
‘to them that believe,’ not ‘ qui erant 
credituri’ (Grot., Peile), but ‘eis qui 
credunt,’ Clarom., al., ‘ credentibus,’ 
Vulg., the apparent tautology not 
being intended merely as emphatic 
(Winer), but as suitably echoing the 
éx mlorews above. The Galatians 
were ready to admit that those who 
believed would be saved, but they 
doubted whether faith alone was suffi- 
cient ; hence the Apostle interposes 
the limitation in ref. to the thing 
promised (7 érayy. éx rlor.), and vir- 
tually repeats it in ref. to the recipi- 
ents. The promise was of faith not 
of the law; the receivers were not 
doers of the law but believers ; comp. 
Meyer in loc. 

23. pd rod St k.7.X.] ‘ But before 
Faith (above mentioned) came,’ fur- 
ther account of the relation in which 
the law stood to faith, 5¢ not being here 
distinctly oppositive, but with some 
tinge of its primary enumerative force 
(see Donalds. Crat. § 155), adding a 
further explanation, though in that 
explanation serving to introduce a 
contrast ; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 
362. With regard to the position of 
the particle, it may be remarked that 
here is nothing unusual (opp. to 
Riick.) in 6¢ thus occupying the third 
place after a prep. and its case; see 
exx. in Hartung, Parti. 86 1. 6, 
Vol. 1. p. 190. The common-sense 
principle is, that d¢€ does not neces- 
sarily occupy the second place, but the 
jirst possible place which the internal 
connexion of the sentence will admit 
of; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. u. p. 
378. td vépov éppov- 
potpela «.7.A.] ‘we were kept in ward, 
shut up under thelaw,; ovyxexd. being 
joined, not with els rlarw (see follow- 


ing note), but, in a construction 
sinilar to that of the preceding verse, 
with td véuov (Arm., al.): the law, 
in fact, is here (as dyapria in ver. 22) 
represented as a kind of gaoler into 
whose custody we were delivered; see 
Koster, Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 316. 
The meaning of ¢povpetcOar is thus 
not merely ‘asservari’ (Winer, Schott), 
much less ‘obstringi ad obedientiam’ 
(Bretsch.), but, as the definite ex- 
pression ovyxexA. distinctly requires, 
‘custodiri,’ Vulg,, Clarom., Copt., 
ZEth.), Gorep ev rexly rw Kxaré- 
xevGat, Chrys.; comp. Wisdom xvii. 
15, éppoupetro els rhy doldnpoy elpxrhv 
xarakXeoOels. The perf. part., it may 
be observed, correctly expresses the 
permanent, completed state of the 
captivity, and is thus not only on 
critical but exegetical grounds to be 
preferred to the pres. cuyxAeduevor 
[Lachm. with B(Mai)D!FG; 2 mss.; 
Clem. (1), Cyr. (3), Dam. ], which was 
not improbably a conformation to the 
imperf. édpoup.: so rightly De W., 
Mey., and the majority of recent 
critics. els tiv pé&ddAoveray x.T.A. ] 
‘for the faith about to be revealed ,’ 
object contemplated in the action of 
dpovpyots, els not being temporal, 
‘usque ad’ (Riick., Ust., comp. Copt., 
/&th.),—a meaning comparatively rare 
in the N. T. (comp. John xiii. 1), and 
here certainly superfluous after the 
predication of time in mpd rod éOeiv, 
—but in its usual ethical meaning of 
‘destination for’ (‘in fidem,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.); comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. a, 
p- 353- The clause is thus naturally 
connected with the finite verb, not 
with cvykx. (‘conclusi, adeoque adacti 
ad,’ Beng.),—a construction certainly 
admissible (see exx. in Schweigh. 
Lex. Polyb. s.v. cvyxd., or Raphel, 
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freed from the pedagogy of the law, and are thus all children of God, Abraham’s seed, and 


heirs of the promise. 

Annot. Vol. I. p. 440 8q.), but open 
to this serious exegetical objection, 
that faith is not yet represented us 
existing ; see Meyer in loc. 
péd\Aoveay wlor. drow. } The unusual 
order seems intended to give promi- 
nence to uéAX\oveay, and to present 
more forcibly the contrast between 
former captivity and subsequent free- 
dom: compare Rom. viii. 18, mpds 
Thy péd\d\ovcay Sdtav droxadruPOjvas, 
where the future glories are set in 
strong contrast to present calamities ; 
see Fritz. in loc., Vol. 11. p. 148. 

24. @ore}] ‘So then,’ ‘itaque,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; consequence from 
the preceding statement; see notes, 
ch. ii. 13. Tmavdaywyés | 
‘pedagogue; ‘pedagogus proprie 
notat eum qui puerum manu prehen- 
sum ad magistrum ducit,’ Schoettg. 
(Hor. Vol. I. p. 741), who remarks, 
however, that the word was adopted 
by Rabbinical writers, but with some 
additional notions of care and guar- 
dianship: even among the Greek and 
Latin writers the idea of guardianship 
and also of strictness and severity is 
distinctly prominent ; see esp. the exx. 
in Elsner, Obs. Vol. 1. p. 186. The 
mere idea of leading to Christ (‘ vise 
dux’ [shau-mdit], Copt., ‘ductor,’ 
ith.) must not, then, be retained to 
the exclusion of those of actual teach- 
ing (Arm., Auth.), tutelage, and disci- 
plinary restraint. This pedagogic 
function of the law was displayed 
positively, in warnings and threaten- 
ings: negatively (the prevailing idea 
in this place), in awakening the con- 
science, and bringing a conviction of 
sin ; comp. Usteri, Lehrb. 1. 5, p. 66. 
The patristic comments will be found 





in Suicer, Thesaur. s. v. vouos, Vol, 
II. p. 921 ; see also Petav. de Praedest. 
xX. 26. 1 sq. Vol. 1. p. 464. 
els Xpiordy] ‘for Christ,’ not tem- 
poral (dxpis of EX0y Xp. see ver. 23), 
still less local, ‘to Christ’ as a &dd- 
axados (xpos Tov Xp. amiye, Theoph., 
comp. Chrys.), as Christ would thus 
be represented under two offices, 
Teacher and (iva éx wlor. dcx.) Atoner, 
in the same verse. If any trace of a 
local meaning be retained in transla- 
tion, e.g. ‘unto,’ Auth. Ver., it must 
be understood of an ethical arrival 
(comp. 2 Cor. x. 14), as els with per- 
sons is not simply equivalent to mpés, 
but involves the idea of mingling with 
and association ; comp. Rom. v. 12, 
and see Winer, Gr. § 49. a, p. 353. 
tva de mlor. Stxaww8.] ‘to the intent 
that we might be justified by faith,’ 
more distinct and specific explanation 
of the preceding els Xpiordy, the em- 
phatic éx wicrews serving to suggest 
and enhance the contrast with the 
non-justifying and merely pedagogic 
vouos. On the proper force of the 
dixacody éx, see notes on ch. ii. 16. | 
25. QOotons Sé] ‘but now that 
(this) faith 18 come ;’ contrast between 
the present freedom and the past 
pedagogy ; €Novcns, dyal, ris wlarews, 
THs TéXevov Avdpa worovons, ovK dy ere 
elnuev bd watdaywydy, Theoph. The 
connexion is so close throughout this 
latter portion of the chapter, that it 
is difficult to subdivide it into para- 
graphs. Meyer, Conyb., al. place a 
paragraph after ver. 22: it seems, 
however, more natural here, as ver. 
23, 24, carry out the idea expressed 
in ouvék\e.cev, ver. 22. 


trod tmaSaywydv] ‘under a peda- 
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gogue.’ Thearticle is not here latent 
after the prep. (comp. Winer, Gr. § 
19. 2b, p. 114), but appears studi- 
ously omitted (so rightly Copt.), the 
words being in fact equivalent to 
‘under tutelage,’ ‘unter Padagogen- 
gewalt,’ Meyer. 

26. «qwavres yap] ‘ For ye all,’ con- 
firmation, e contrarto, of the truth of 
the foregoing words; they were now 
not wraides, but viol (‘flit emancipati, 
remoto custode,’ Beng.), and that too 
not sons of Abraham merely (comp. 
ver. 7), but sons of God; mapérepoy 
&Seckev Gre vlovs érolec[y wlores] Tob 
"ABp. . . . viv 5é drogalve re xal rod 
cod, Chrys. The viol Geoi, as Theod. 
Mops. well observes, includes the idea 
of reXecérns, which the preceding me- 
taphor might serve to suggest. 

The reading dmavres adopted by 
Lachm. is not improbable, but only 
supported by AB. ris 
alor. ty Xp. "Ino. ‘through the faith 
an Jesus Christ ;’ so rightly Syr., Arm. 


(ed. Zohr.), Syr.-Philox., and Chrys. 
(ed. Field). Several Soinmentators 
(Ust., al.; see Hofm. Schriftb. Vol. 


II, 2, p. 152) join év Xp. "Ino. with 
viot ©. éord, on the ground that the 
words would be a superfluous addi- 
tion to mloris, and that ver. 27 con- 
tains the amplification of the expres- 
sion, But, independently of the 
awkwardness of adding a second 
modal clause to viol éore, the recur- 
rence of the formula zicris év Xp. 
"Ino. (Eph. i. 15, Col. i. 4), its gram- 
matical accuracy, (Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, 
p- 123, notes on Eph. i, 15), and the 
natural coherence of the words, all 
seem distinctly to suggest the simpler 
and less dislocated construction. If 
the article had been inserted, we 
should then have ¢wo ideas conveyed, 
the latter of which would be explana- 
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tory of the former: ‘per fidem, 
eamque in Chr. Jes. collocatam,’ see 
Fritz. Rom. iii. 25, Vol. 1. p. 195. 

27. Sco. yap] ‘for as many as; 
proof and confirmatory explanation of 
the preceding assertion. The force of 
the particle is best explained by the 
Greek commentators, who refer it to 
viol Geod, and base the argument on 
the fact that Christ was the Son of 
God: évedtcacbe rev Xp. rdv dAnOGs 
uly rod Qeod, éxelvov 52 éviedupévor 
elxérws vlot Geod xpnuarifgere, Theo- 
doret ; see also Chrys. in loc. 
els Xprorév] ‘into Christ ;? not ‘in 
Christo,’ Vulg., Clarom., but ‘in 
Christum,’ Beza (compare Copt. 
pichr); scil. ‘ut Christo addicti 
essetis,’ Schott, or more strictly, into 
communion with Him, and incor- 
poration in His mystical body. The 
meaning of els with Bamrrifw appears 
twofold ; (a) ‘ unto,’ object, purpose : 
Matth. iii. 11, Acts ii. 38, see Winer, 
Gr. § 49. a, p. 354, Bernhardy, Synt. 
V. tr. b. 3, p. 220; (8) ‘into,’ union 
and communion with: the context 
always showing whether it be of the 
most complete and most mystical 
nature, as here and Rom. vi. 3 (comp. 
1 Cor. xii. 13), or, as in r Cor. x. 3, 
necessarily less comprehensive and 
significant. We may, in conclusion, 
observe that the expression Bamr. els 
7d bvoua (Matth. xxviii. 19, Acts 
viii. 16, xix. 5, al.) is not identical 
in meaning with Bamwr. év TG dvdp. 
(Tholuck, Beitrdge, No. 8, p. 49 8q.), 
but ever implies a spiritual and 
mystical union with Him in whose 
name the sacrament was administered ; 
see esp. Stier, Reden Jesu, Vol. VI. p. 
899. The meaning of Barrifew 
Twa els Twa (els rt) and Bart. els 7d 
Svoud Twos is discussed at length by 
Fritz, (Rom. vi. 3, Vol. 1. p. 359 8q.), 
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in opp. to Bindseil, Stud. u. Krit. 
1832, p. 410 8q.,—but by no means 
satisfactorily, as he regards els as 
only implying ethical direction 
(‘aliquem aqus ita immergere ut 
ejus cogitationes in aliquem dirigas’), 
instead of that mystical incorporation 
which the passage seems certainly to 
convey. The patristic comments on 
this expression will be found in 
Suicer, Thes. Vol. I. p. 624 8q., but 
are not sufficiently exact. 

Xproriv tveBboacie] ‘ye put on 
Christ,’ scil. at your baptism ; 800 
yap els Xprordy éBawrloOnre ex rod 
Gcod éyewwiOnre, Chrys. There ap- 
pears here no allusion to Heathen 
(toga virilis), Jewish (whether at the 
High Priest's inauguration, Deyling, 
Obs., Vol. rt. p. 406 sq., No. 42, or 
in a cabbalistic sense, comp. Schoettg. 
on Rom, xiii. 14, Vol. I. p. 571), or, 
even, though very plausible, Christian 
customs (at baptism, Bingham, A ntiq. 
Book xXIt. 4. 1 8q.). From the in- 
stances Wetst. has collected on Rom. 
xiii. 14, it would appear that é- 
dvecGal rwa is a strong expression, 
denoting the complete assumption of 
the nature, &c., of another; e.g. 
Dion. Halicar. A. R. XI. 15. 5 (rov 
Tapxivioy éxeivoy évdvéyu.), Tac. Ann. 
Xvi. 28. Thus évd. Xpiordy implies 
a union with Christ of so true and so 
complete a nature, that we are 
brought els ulay ovyyévecay Kal play 
lééay (Chrys.) with Him, and, as it 
is beautifully paraphrased by Calv., 
‘coram Deo nomen ac personam 
Christi geramus, atque in Ipso magis 
quam nobismet ipsis censeamur ;’ 
comp. Bp. Barlow, cited by Waterl. 
Works, Vol. Iv. p. 604, and see 
Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. év5., Vol. I. p. 
1112. For a good sermon on this 


text, see Donne, Serm. Lxxxvit. Vol. 
IV. p. 102 (ed. Alf.), and for a notice 
of the perversion of this text by here- 
tics, Forbes, Instruct. X. 111. 32 8q., 
p. 448. 

28. odk fyi «.7.A.] ‘There is among 
(such) neither Jew nor Greek; di- 
gressive statement of the practical 
result of the Xp. éved.: the new and 
holy ‘habitus’ causes all other dis- 
tinctions, whether of nation (comp. 
Rom. x. 12), condition, or even sex, 
to be wholly lost sight of and for- 
gotten. The form é is not for &veore, 
but, according to Buttm. (see Winer, 
Gr. § 14. 2, p. 74), is the lengthened 
form of the adverbialized prep., to 
which the requisite person of the 
auxiliary verb must be supplied. 
This explanation has in its favour the 
similar use of mdpa, which can 
scarcely be called a contraction for | 
wdpecrt; but against it those exx. 
where éy and & are used in the same 
sentence, ¢.g. Plat. Phaed. 77 8, tows 
é Kal év july, Theet. 186 D, and, 
according to best reading, 1 Cor. vi. 
5. In such cases, however, & 
would seem to mean little more than 
éorl (&° éorly, badpxe, Zonar. Lex. 
Vol. 1. p. 748), the prepositional force 
being wholly lost ; comp. Col. iii. 11. 
In either case the explanation of the 
present passage remains the same; 
él miclov~ dinyeirac Thy dyabérnra 
Tod Geobd Sou ye war Thy tonv bédwxe 
Swpedy, Damasc. Deyling illustrates 
this by reference to the various per- 
sonal, &c., distinctions among the 
Jews; Obs. Sacr. Vol. I. p. 312 8q., 
No. 64: Elsner (in loc.) notices also 
the customary exclusion of slaves 
from certain Heathen rites and 
temples, Obs, Vol. II. p. 187. 

Upoey xal OAV] ‘male and female ;’ - 
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before Christ came 
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bondage, but now have become free sons and inheritors. 


‘masculus et femina,’ Clarom., but 
not Vulg., Goth., Copt., al., which 
do not preserve the slight change of 
particle. While the alterable political 
and social distinctions are contrasted 
by ov5é, the unalterable human one of 
sex is expressed by xal; Mark x. 6, 
awd 5¢ dpxjs Kticews Apcev xal O7dv 
éxoinoey avrovs, comp. 1 Tim. ii. 13. 
This latter distinction is of course 
noticed not in its mere physical, but 
its ethical aspect,—the subordination 
of the wife to the husband (Olsh.). 
This, though an unchangeable law of 
our species when considered «xara 
odpxa, Eph. v. 22, al., is lost sight 
of in this éyyurépa axpds tov Xpiordv 
évwors, Chrys. TAVTES 
yap] ‘for yeall:’ proof of the pre- 
ceding statement; 7@ &va rirov kal 
play popdhy évdedicbar, riv roo Xp., 
(cum. The reading dravr. (Lachm.) 
seems an early gloss. elg] ‘ one,’ 
4.e. one person ; 7d els dvrl rod év cdma, 
Theodoret : comp. Lucian, Zozxar. 46 
(cited by Wetst.), els AvOpwros byvres 
obrw Biodwev. The concluding words 
év Xpicr®@ I nood obviate all mistakes 
by defining in whom, and in whom 
alone, this union was fully realized. 

ag. el St ipets] ‘ But if ye,’ re- 
sumption of the argument after the 
short digression of ver. 28, the em- 
phasis resting slightly on deis: ‘as 
ye, to whom I am speaking, and who 
have felt such doubts on the subject, 
have put on Christ, ye must be what 
He is (ver. 16), the seed of Abra- 
ham.’ The reading els éore év 
Xp. ’Ino. instead of Xpiorod, though 
found in D/EFG ; Clarom....Ambrst. 
is clearly an exegetical gloss. 


vod "ABpadp owéppa] ‘ Abraham's 
seed ;’ Tod ’ABp, being put forward 
with a slight emphasis, and standing 
in correlation to Xpirod to give force 
and perspicuity to the conclusion ; 
el 8 tuets ore Xpicrod popgdh xal 
oGpa, elxdrws Tod ’ABp. éore oréppa, 
(icum.; comp. Theod. in loc., and 
esp. Theod. Mops. (p. 126, ed. Fritz.) 
who has well elucidated the argument. 
kar’ drayy. KAnpovdpor] ‘heirs ac- 
cording to, or by way of promise ;’ 
not by any legal observances. The 
kAnpovoula is now stated absolutely ; 
they were kAnpovéuor, not merely of 
Abraham, nor even tijs érayyeNlas 
(Theod. Mops.), but simply of all that 
which was involved in it, salvation and 
the kingdom of Christ ; comp. Meyer 
an loc. The declaration of ver. 7 is now 
at length substantiated and expanded 
by 22 verses of the deepest, most 
varied, and most comprehensive 
reasoning that exists in the whole 
compass of the great Avpostle’s 
writings. The xal before xar. 
érayy., adopted by Rec. with FGJK ; 
mss.; Syr. (both), Goth., Adth.; 
Chrys., Theod., is now rightly omitted 
by most critical editors. 


CHAaPTRRIV. 1. XA€byo 8] ‘Now I 
say ;’ further and more explanatory 
proof of the assertion that we are 
heirs, suggested by the term xAnpo- 
vouot (ch. v. 29), and the comparisons 
it involves: comp. ch. v. 16, Rom. 
xv. 8, where the use of Adyw 6é in 
introducing a continued explanatory 
argument rather than merely eluci- 
dating a statement or expression that 
had preceded (comp. ch. iii. 17, Tobro 
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52 Aéyw, 1 Cor. i. 12, Adyw 5€ rovro, 
1 Cor. vii. 29, rodro 5€ dnuc) seems 
analogous to the present. 

& KAnpovdpos] ‘the heir,’ t.c. ‘every 
heir :? compare 6 pecirys, ch, iii. 20, 
Winer, Gr. § 18. 1, p.97. There are 
some exegetical difficulties in this and 
the following verse, arising from the 
fact, that, while the nature of the com- 
parison (see Brown), as well as the 
words dxpit Tis wpodeculas rou wdrpos, 
would seem to imply that the father 
was alive, the expression xvptos 
advrwy @y, and the term ézlrpomos 
(but see below) might be thought to 
imply that he was dead. The latter 
view is taken by Theodoret and the 
Majority of ancient (silet Chrys.), 
with several modern commentators ; 
the former is ably advocated by 
Neubour, Bibl. Brem. Class. Vol. v. 
p. 40 (cited by Wolf), and also many 
recent expositors. Grotius endeavours 
to escape the difficulty by represent- 
ing the father absent on travel ; com- 
pare Allian, Var. Hist. ul. 26, cited 
below in note ver. 2. The question, 
however, is really of little moment: 
St. Paul is engaged so entirely in the 
simple comparison of the circuin- 
stances of the nonage of the earthly 
KAnpovépos, with those of the nonage 
of believers who lived under the law 
(ver. 3), that the subordinate question 
of the life, death, or absence of the 
father of the xAnpovduos passes wholly 
out of sight; comp. Alf. in loc. 
vitrios] ‘an infant, aminor;’ AynBos, 
as opposed to &ép7fos, the technical 
term for one who had attained his 
majority ; see Smith, Dict. Antigq. 
‘g.v. épnf., and reff. in Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. Vol. 1. p. 1282. There does 
not seem any sufficient reason for 
departing from this usual view of 
piwios (opp. to Bagge tn loc.), or with 
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Chrys., al., for introducing any refe- 
rence tu the ethical meaning of weak- 
ness of understanding. 

ovdty Siaddpe Sotdov] ‘differs in 
nothing from a bond-servant ;’ ‘imo 
servo [watdaywyp] subjectus est,’ 
Erasm. The very apposite quotation 
from Dio Chrys. xv. p. 240, adduced 
by Wetst. in loc., is too long for 
citation, but is worth referring to. 
xipvos ravreyv dv] ‘though he be lord 
of all ;’ concessive use of the par- 
ticiple; comp. Donalds. Gr. § 621, 
Kriiger, Sprachl. § 56. 13. 1 sq. It 
does not seem necessary for the 
sake of preserving the image of a 
living father to understand these 
words as prospective ; the heir was 
the xvpios (Grot. compares the use of 
‘berus minor’ in Lat. comedy), in 
right of birth and condition. 

2. éwitpdétrous] ‘ overlookers, guar- 
dians.’ The latter is the usual mean- 
ing of the word in relation to children 
(comp. Isseus, Her. Cleonym. § to, 
p. 4 (ed. Schém.), rdv &xOcorov rap 
olxelwy érlrporov karadirety; ib. Heer. 
Dicwog. § 10; Plut. Lycurg. § 3, 
Tous Tay dpdayar Baciéwy érirpéd- 
mous), and that in which it appears to 
have been adopted by Hebrew writers ; 
comp. Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. in loc., 
Selden, de Success. ch. 9, Vol. 11. p. 
25. It seems here, however, better 
to adopt the more general meaning 
‘overlooker, one entrusted with the 
charge of anything’ (comp. Aristoph. 
Eccl. 212, émitpdwos Kal raplaon, 
Xenoph. Con. x11. 2, 6 év ois 
dypots éwlrporos), and not to embarrass 
the passage with terms which might 
bring in irrelevant considerations 
(the father’s being alive or dead) into 
the present simple comparison. We 
may, however, not unsuitably com- 
pare Adlian, Var. Hist. 111. 26, éwirp. 
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kal rol wadés, kal trav xpnudrur, 
where the context distinctly shows 
that the father was alive, though 
absent. olkovdpovs] 


oe 
‘stewards, |Ni> 4259 [dominos 


9 

domus] Syr., ‘actores,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom. [comp. Plin. Zp. 11. 19], less 
accurately, Goth. fauragaggam [ Vor- 
steher]; managers of the property 
of the xAnpovduos, and standing in 
the same relation to his estate as the 
éxirporo did to his education and 
general bringing up ; comp. Plutarch, 
Educ. § 7, SovrAwv...rods 5é olkovdpous, 
rovs 5¢ Savewrds. Most commen- 
tators not inaptly cite the case of 
Eliezer, Gen. xv. 2, comp. xxiv. 2: 
illustrations from Roman law (Bagge, 
al.) do not seem here in point, as the 
comparison is simple and general. 

Tis mpolerplas] ‘the time appointed 
(beforehand),’ ‘prefinitum tempus,’ 
Vulg. The term mpodecula, scil. 
&pa or Huepa (for the distinction be- 
tween these, see Bagge in loc.), is 
properly the term limited for bringing 
actions or prosecutions, the time fixed 
by the statute of limitations, ‘Tag 
der Verjahrung ;’ see Smith, Dict. of 
Antiq. s.v., and exx. in Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. 8.v.;—thence, any pre-appointed 
time or day: see the numerous exx. 
in Wetst. in loc., Kypke, Obs. Vol. 
Ir. p. 279, Krebs. Obs. p. 322. In 
eccles. writers, mpo0ecu. is sometimes 
used for the time assigned for repent- 
ance before excommunication ; see 
Bingham, Antig. XVI. 2. 7. It 
may be observed that as the termina- 
tion of nonage was fixed in Hebrew 
(13 years and a day for males; 12 
years and a day for females, Selden, 
de Success. ch. 9, Vol. 11. p. 25), a8 
well as Greek and Roman law, the 


dependence of the 4 mpofeoula on the 
father, must be explained,—either (a) 
by the very reasonable assumption 
that St. Paul is here speaking theo- 
logically rather than juridically,—or, 
(5) less probably, by the supposition 
that he was here referriug, with tech- 
nical exactness, to an extended pa-— 
rental authority which the Galatians 
appear to have possessed; see 
Gottl. Gesch. d. Rom. Staatsverf. p. 
10g, 517 (cited by B. Crus.), and 
comp. Cesar, Bell, Gall. vI. 19. 

3. olrws Kal fyets] ‘So we also ;’ 
application of the preceding state- 
ments ; xal, as usual in comparative 
sentences, bringing into prominence 
and throwing a slight emphasis on 
the contrasted member of the com- 
parison ; see notes on Eph. v. 23. 
It has been doubted whether the 
juets are Jews (Chrys., Theod.), 
Gentiles (Aug.), or both equally 
(Win., Mey.). The most natural 
reference seems to be (a) to Jews, pri- 
marily and principally, as the nature 
of the preceding argument seems dis- 
tinctly to require ; but also (5) secon- 
darily, Gentiles, in accordance with 
the nature of the succeeding argu- 
ment, TA oroxeta Tod 
Kdopou] ‘the rudiments of the world.’ 
It is very difficult to decide on the 
exact meaning of these words. Taken 
separately, orotxetoy is used in the 
N.T., both in a physical (2 Pet. iii. 
Io, 12) and an ethical sense (Heb. v. 
12). Kéopos, again, has practically 
at least three meanings; physical 
(Matth. xxv. 34), collective (mankind, 
Joh. iii. 16), and ethical (1 Cor. ii. 
12). From the combination of both 
words, a great variety of interpre- 
tations have arisen, all, however, 
separable into two general classes, (1) 
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Physical ; elementa mundi, either, (a) 
festivals of Judaism, Chrysost.; (6) 
Zabianism, August.; or (c) abstract- 


edly, religion in sensible forms, 
Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. p. 465, 
Bohn. (2) Ethical;  rudimenta 


mundi, first, but not necessarily erro- 
neous (comp. Aith.), principles of 
religious knowledge among men, 
whether (a) Jews (De W.); or (b) 
Jews and heathens (Meyer). Gram- 
matical considerations seem in favour 
of (1); for orotxeta, in the sense 
rudimenta, would appear to require, 
as in Heb. v. 12, a gen. object?, and 
not as here a gen. subjects (see Neander 
L.c.); still xécov need not be con- 
sidered a pure gen. subj., the connex- 
ion between the nom. and gen. being 
often somewhat lax ; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 30. 2, p. 214 sq. Exegetical con- 
siderations must be also extended to 
ver. 9, and to Col. ii. 8, 20, where 
the same words occur. These we 
can only briefly notice. In Col. ii. 
8, the parallelism with rapddocts Trav 
dvOpwrwy, seems so distinct, and so 
palpably in favour of (2), as to out- 
weigh the argument drawn by 
Schneckenb. from the supposed phy- 
sical use of xédouos in ver. 20. The 
use of the term ¢iAocodla seems also 
there to point slightly more to heathen 
rudiments (see notes in loc.), while on 
the contrary in Col. ii. 20, and below, 
verse 9, the reference seems mainly 
to Jewish rudiments. All these 
conflicting views being considered, we 
seem here justified in deciding in 
favour of (2), generally; assigning, 
however, to the words (as both jets 
and the nature of the argument re- 
quire) a primary, but by no means 
exclusive, reference to the Jews. For 
further notices of this doubtful ex- 


pression, see Baur, Paulus, p. 594 8q., 
and for a defence of the physical 
meaning, Schneckenburg. in Theol. 
Jahrb. 1848, p. 444 #q., and Hilgenf. 
Galat. p. 68 sq. The application to 
the ceremonial law will be found, 
Petav. de Preedest. x. 23. 12, Vol. 1. 
p. 456. SeBovAapévor] 
‘in a state of slavery ; the perf. pass. 
part. marking the permanent nature 
and continuance of the Jdovrela; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 45. 1, p. 305. 
The verb juev may be regarded either 
as in union with dedovd. and as form- 
ing a compound tense, or as in more 
immediate connexion with b3rd ra o7.: 
the latter is most probable, as forming 
the best parallel to twd émcirpérous 
éorly; so distinctly Copt., and perhaps 
Vulg., Clarom., ‘sub elementa eramus 
servientes ;’ see Meyer tn loc. 

4. 7) TAApwpa Tod xpdvov] ‘the 
fulness of the time,’ i.e. the moment 
which makes the time complete, an- 
swering to the dyp: ris mpobeculas 
Tov watpés, ver. 2; see Stier, Ephes. 
Vol. I. p. 203, and comp. Usteri, 
Lehvb. U1. 1, p. 83. These words 
have been the subject of considerable 
discussion. Taken in its most general 
view wAjjpwua has two meanings; (1) 
Active; 7d mAnpn roeitvy, implends 
actio, not id quod implet, as Fritz. 
(on Rom. xi. 12) has satisfactorily 
proved against Storr, Opusc. I. p. 144. 
(2) Passive ; either in the less usual 
sense (a) td quod impletum est, or the 
more common and regular sense (f), 
ad quo res impletur ; comp. 1 Cor. x 
26, Mark viii. 20. Hence 7d 
wARpwua Tov xp. will seem to be ‘id 
quo temporis spatium impletur, sc. 
expletur ;’ the idea being rather that 
of a temporal space (so to speak) filled 
up, a8 it were, by the flowing in of 
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time; see Olsh. im loc., and comp. 
Herod. 111. 22, dy5wxovra 5 Erea fons 
wrAhpwpa avdpt paxpérarov. Fritz., 
on the contrary, but with less pro- 
bability, regards mAjpwua as the 
abstract notion of the concrete idea 
wihpyns, ‘temporis plenitas,’ i. q. 
‘plenum tempus ;’ see, however, his 
very valuable note, Rom. l.c., Vol. 11. 
p. 469 sq. The doctrinal meaning of 
this term is investigated at length in 
Hall, Bampt. Lect. for 1797, esp. 
Serm. VIII. p. 211 sq.; see also the 
good sermons on this text by Andrewes, 
Serm. Iv. Vol. I. p. 49, and Donne, 
Serm. 111. Vol. 1. p. 39 (ed. Alf.). 
&améoreArev] ‘sent forth,’ ‘ emisit, 
ex cellu a sese,’ Beng.; comp. Acts 
vii. 12, xi. 22, xvii. r4. On the doc- 
trinal questions connected with this 
word, see Petav. Trin. VIII. I. 10. 
yevdp. é yuvarkds] ‘bornof a woman,’ 
defining participial clause added to 
attest the pure manhood of Christ, 
and to obviate any misconception of 
the meaning of the clause that follows ; 
comp. Usteri, Lehrb. Il. 2. 4, p. 311 
sq. No doctrinal stress is thus to be 
laid either on yuvackés (‘ absque virili 
semine,’ Est.), or on the prep. (rd dé 
de Zuedre...rapadnrody rhv Kowwvrlay 
TIS pioews Tod TiKToMévov mwpds Thy 
yervjoacay, Basil, de Sp. Sanct. v. 
12; compare Theophyl., Cécum.) ; 
yuvacxés being only used to mark our 
Lord's true humanity, and éx having 
only its usual and natural ref. to the 
‘circumstances of birth; comp. Matth. 
i. 16, John iii. 6, and see Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. 8.v. II. 2, Vol. 1. p. 818, 
Winer, Gr. § 47. b, p. 327, 328. 
For a sound and striking sermon on 
this. verse, and on the general re- 
lation of woman to man, see Jackson, 
Creed, Vol. VI. p. 226 (Oxf. 1844). 
The reading yevvwpevoy, (found in 


some cursive mss., Ath., Theod., al.), 
has every appearance of being an ex- 
planatory gloss. ‘yevopevov 
ird vdpov] ‘born under the law,’ 
‘natum inter Judzos legi Mos. 
obnoxios,’. Schott; second defining 
clause added to show that not only 
was Christ truly man (yev. é« yur.), 
but also a true member of the Jewish 
nation (yer. brd véu.), and standing 
in the same religious relations as all 
other Israelites; see Olshaus. and 
Turner in loc., and comp. Andrewes, 
Serm. 1. Vol. 1. p, 13 (A.C.L.). On 
the most suitable rendering of yevé- 
evoy, see notes to Transl. 

5. tva rovg td vopnow éay.] ‘in 
order that He might ransom those under 
the law,’ first gracious purpose of 
God’s having sent forth his Son thus 
yevou. éx yuvack. and thus yevdu. vrd 
véuov,—the ransom of those who were 
under the same religious obligations 
as those under which our Lord vouch- 
safed to be born. The redemption 
was, as De W. (after Beng.) rightly 
maintains, not merely from the curse, 
but from the bondage of the law; 
comp. ver. 3. On the meaning of 
éfayop. see notes on ch. iii. 13. 
tva tiv viobeo. daoX.] ‘in order that 
we might receive the adoption of sons ; 
second gracious purpose of God, re- 
sulting from the first,—the adoption 
as sons not only of Jews, but of all 
men (71s), of all those whose nature 
our Lord vouchsafed to assume. The 
first tva thus, by a kind of xiacpds 
(Jelf, Gr. § 904. 3) found occasionally 
elsewhere in the Apostle’s writings 
(comp. Philem. 5), refers to the 
second participial member yevdu. td 
vouov, while the second ta refers to 
the first and less circumscribed yevdu. 
€x ‘yuvaccéds. For examples of a 
double ta thus appended to a single 
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finite verb, comp. ch. iii. 14, Eph. 
Vv. 25. tiv vioberlay] ‘ the 
adoption of sons ; comp. Rom. viii. 
15, 23, ix. 4, Eph. i. 5. The interpre- 
tation, ‘ conditio filiorum,’ ‘sonshtp,’ 
adopted by several commentators (see 
Ust. wm loc. and Lehrb. 11. t. 2, p. 
186, note), both here and Rom. viii. 
15, has been convincingly refuted by 
Fritz. Rom. l.c., Vol. 1. p. 137 89. 
We were formerly in the light of 
servants, but now have been adopted 
and are free sons. Neander traces a 
threefold gradation in this adoption ; 
(a) as existing but not appropriated ; 
(b) as appropriated through faith in 
Christ ; (c) as perfected by a full 
communion in his blessedness and 
glory; Planting, Vol. I. p. 477 
(Bohn). &rrokdBopev] ‘might 
receive. The special force of the 
prep. has been somewhat differently 
explained. Of the two more ancient 
interpretations, (a) that of Chrys., 
Kanas elrev daronr. decxvds dpechoudvnp, 
though lexically admissible (see 
Winer, de Verb. Comp. Fasc. Iv. p. 
13), does vot harmunize with the 
context, as the vlofecla is not here 
alluded to as the subject of promise : 
again (6), that of Aug., ‘non dixit 
acctpiamus sed recipiamus,’ though 
equally admissible on lexical grounds 
(opp. to Meyer ; comp. Herod. I. 61. 
and see Rost u. Palm, Lez. s.v. dé, 
E, and ib. s.v. drodauf. 2. a.) is nore 
than doubtful in point of doctrine, as 
the correct dogmatical statement, ‘ut 
quod perdideramus in Adam...hoc in 
Christo reciperemus’ (Iren.; see Bull, 
State of Man, p. 492, Oxf. 1844) can 
only be applied to what Adam had 
before his fall, and not to a gracious 
gift which was not bestowed on him. 
It seems best then to fall back on the 


general local meaning of dé, and to 
regard the verb as hinting at receiving 
from an imaginary place where the 
things given might be conceived as 
having been laid up in store; ‘ dro- 
AauB8. dicuntur imprimis illi, qui, 
quee ipsis destinata et quasi reposita 
sunt, accipiunt, Col. iii. 24, 2 Joh. 
8,’ Winer, l.c.; add Luke xvi. 25, 
dwé\aBes ra adyabd cov, which the 
context shows could scarcely receive 
any other interpretation. 

6. Sru 88 «.7.A.] ‘and as a proof 
that ye are sons,’ ‘quemadmodum 
autem’ [kamasa], Ath., the 6é in- 
troducing with a faintly oppositive 
force the demonstration of the asser- 
tion. It is difficult to decide whether 
dre is here causal (‘quoniam,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., Syr.-Philox.) or, more pro- 
bably, demonstrative (3é0ev d4Xov bre, 
Chrys., Theoph., Cicum., and by 
obvious inference Theod. and Theod. 
Mops.). Independently of the autho- 
rity of the Greek commentators, 
which in such cases is very great, we 
seem justified by the context in 
adopting the latter view, as, on the 
one hand, the causal interpretation 
seems to interfere with the easy 
transition from the declaration of ver. 
4, 5, to the consequence in ver. 7; 
and, on the other hand, the demon- 
strative 87: seems to accord better 
with the emphatic position and the 
tense of éoré. The sentence is thus 
what is called brachylogical, ‘and as 
a proof that ye really are sons,’—a 
construction, to which De W. and 
Alf. object, but which still seems per- 
fectly correct and admissible; see 
Winer, Gr. § 66. 1, p. 546, Fritz. 
Rom. ii. 14, Vol. 1. p. 117, Liicke 
on 1 John v. 9. The in- 
sertion of rod Qecod after viol, in DE 
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7. &d Geoi) This reading, which Tisch. has adopted with ABCL(FG 6a 
Océv); 17; Boern., Vulg., Copt.; Clem., Bas., Cyr., Did.; Ambr., Aug., 
Pel., Bed., Ambrst. (Lachm., Mey.), appears, on the whole, the most satisfac- 
tory. Fritz. (Opusc. p. 148) supports the Rec. on paradiplomatic considerations 
(Xp. and Ge. being confused with one another, hence omission of 51a Xpiorod ; 
then 5:4 Ge. by omission of Xp.), which seem somewhat precarious. In answer to 
the internal objection of Usteri that the inheritance is never represented by 
St. Paul as coming 5:4 Ocod (comp., however, ver. 5), it may be remarked, 
that Oeof may fairly be taken in its widest sense, as including the three 
Persons of the blessed Trinity, just separately mentioned ; see Windischm. 


in loc. 


FG ; Clarom., Demid., Tol., Goth., 
and Lat. Ff., seems an obvious ex- 
planatory addition. vd 
IIvetpa rod vlod adbrot] ‘the Spirit 
of His Son,’ scil. the Holy Spirit 
(‘ Spiritus Christi quia per Christum 
obtinetur, Joh. xiv. 16,’ Grot.), here 
suitably thus designated in harmony 
with the preceding mention of our 
relation to God as sons (Ust.); comp. 
Rom. viii. 9, where IIv. Geod and II». 
Xpioroo appear interchangeable. On 
the doctrinal significance of this pas- 
sage—that it is the ‘substantia’ and 
‘persona’ of the Spirit which dwells 
in the hearts of believers (1 Cor. vi. 19), 
comp. Petav. Jrin. vit. 4. 6, Vol. 1. 
Pp- 459, and on the heart as the seat of 
the inworking power of God, Beck, 
Seelenl. § 27, p. 107. In the 
following words Rec. reads juav with 
BD®8EJK; mss.; several Vv. and 
Ff., but with slightly less probability 
than 7uGv, which is found in AC 
D'FG ; many mss.; Amit. (Flor.), 
Clarom., Ath. (2), and many Ff., and 
is adopted by the best recent editors. 

ABBG & xarhp] ‘Abba father ;’ 
Mark xiv. 36, Rom. viii. 15. In this 
solemn expression 6 waryp (nom. for 
vocat., Winer, Gr. § 29. 2, p. 164) does 
not seem appended to the Aramaic 
’ABBG as a mere explanation of it, 


‘ Abba, id est, Pater’ (Beza), nor yet 
united with it to indicate the union 
of Jews and Gentiles (Hebreeum ver- 
bum ad Judzos, Greecum ad gentes... 
pertinet,’ Aug.; comp. Andrewes, 
Serm. tv. Vol. I. p. 60), but is appy. 
blended with it as making up the 
‘solemnis formula’ of the early 
Christian prayers. The Aramaic title 
under which our Lord addressed His 
heavenly Father was, probably, at a 
very early period (hence Mark, J.c.) 
united to the Greek synonym in 
reverent and affectionate remembrance 
of Him who had taught and enabled 
us truly to call God, Our Father, and 
thence used as a single form in all 
more fervent addresses to God ; comp. 
Schoettg. Hor. Vol. 1. p. 252, where 
instances are given of addresses to 
God in which Hebrew and Greek 
words are somewhat similarly united. 
Whether there is here any allusion to 
the fact that, among the Jews, a 
freedman might, by addressing any 
one with the title Abba, prepare the 
way for adoption by him (Selden, de 
Success. ch. 4, Vol. II. p. 15), seems 
very doubtful. 

7. Gore «.7.A.] ‘So then,’ ‘Conse- 
quently ;’ conclusion from the state- 
ments in the two preceding verses, 
ore with its usual and proper force 
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How then can ye 
now turn back again 
to the bondage of 
rudiments as, alas ! 
ye are doing? 


denoting the ‘consecutionem alicujus 
rei ex antecedentibus,’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 771. On the force of thia 
particle with the indic. and infin., cee 
notes on ch. ii. 13, and for its use 
with the imperative, notes on Phil. 
ii, 12. otvnére ef] ‘thou 
art no more, as thou wert when in 
bondage under rudiments of the 
world.’ Meyer finds a climax of per- 
son in droAdSwyev, ver. 5, éord, ver. 
6, el, ver. 7, the mode of address be- 
coming more and more personal and 
individualizing: for further exx. of 
this use of the second person in more 
cogent addresses, see Rom. xi. 17, 
xii. 20, xiii. 4, xiv. 4, 1 Cor.iv. 7, 
al., and comp. notes, ch. ii. 18. 
el 88 vids, kal xAnpovdépos] ‘ but tf a 
son (not a slave) then also an heir,’ 
comp. Rom. viii. 17, ef dé réxva, xat 
kAnpovéuot. Both these passages must 
appy. be explained on the principles 
of the Roman, and not of the Hebrew 
law. According to the latter, only 
sons (legitimate, ‘ex concubinis,’ or 
“ex incestu,’ but not ‘ex ancillis et 
Gentilibus,’ Seld. de Succ. ch. 3) suc- 
ceeded to the inheritance ; the first- 
born having double : according to the 
former all children, male or female ; 
“nec interest utrum naturales sint an 
adoptivi,’ Gajus, Com. Inst. Ill. § 2 
(cited by Fritz.). It is scarcely ne- 
cessary to observe that vids is not to 
be pressed, being simply, as Fritz. ob- 
serves, in antithesis to dofAos : women 
are distinctly included in ch. iii. 28. 
The whole subject is ably investigated 
by Fritzsche, Fritzsch. Opuse. p. 143— 
149. 

8. GAA] ‘ Howbeit;’ appeal based 
on the preceding statements, and 
involving a strong contrast between 
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their past and present states. The 
adversative d\\d has thus here no 
species of affirmative force (Ust.),—a 
meaning which, however, may be jus- 
tified, see Klotz, Devar. Vol. II. p. 
14,—but introduces an explanation of 
the words ovxéri ef x.7.d., by the very 
contrast which it states ; ‘now ye are 
free children of God,—then (before the 
time of your vlofecla) ye knew Him 
not, and were the bond-servants of 
demons.’ It need scarcely be added that 
rére does not refer to ver. 3 (Winer, 
Schott.), still less is to be regarded 
equivalent to mddac (Koppe), but 
merely marks the period when they 
were not, as they now are, sons; 
‘quasi digito intento designat omne 
tempus quod ante vocationem Gala- 
tarum exierat,’ Grot. 

ovk elSéres] ‘ ignorantes,’—-an historic 
fact ; contrast 1 Thess. iv. 5, Ta wy 
eldéra rov Oedv, where they are only 
so characterized by the writer, and see 
Winer, Gr. § 55. 5, p. 428 sq. It may 
be observed that with certain parti- 
ciples ov regularly and formally coa- 
lesces, so as to express one single 
idea ; see Gayler, Part. Neg. p. 287. 
Bovrcboare] ‘were slaves ;’ emphatic, 
and, as in ver. 9, in a bad sense. 
The proper force of the aorist, as 
marking an action that took place in 
and belongs wholly to the past, is here 
distinctly apparent; comp. the exx. in 
Kriiger, Sprachl. § 53. 5. 1, Scheuerl. 
Synt. § 32. 2, p. 331 sq., and for some 
excellent remarks on the use of this 
tense, Schmalf. Synt. d. Gr. Verb. § 60 
sq., andesp. Fritz. deAor. Vi, Frankf. 
1837. This passage has been 
pressed into the controversy respecting 
dovAela and Aarpela, and is noticed in 
Forbes, Instruct. VII. 1, p. 331 sq. 
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tots hboe pi oto Oeots] ‘which by 
nature are not gods ;’ dice being em- 
phatic, and serving to convey an un- 
conditioned denial of their being gods 
atall ; comp. 1 Cor. x. 20. The order 
in Rec. rots ph pice: ober Geots [DSF GI 
K ; mss.; Syr.-Phil.; Chrys., Theod., 
al. ] is much less expressive, as imply- 
ing that the false gods were thought to 
be true gods, though not naturally so, 
and is decidedly inferior in external 
authority to that adopted in the text, 
which has the support of ABCD'E; 
6 mas.; Syr. (plural), Vulg., Goth., 
Copt.; Athan. (4), Nyss. (4), al., and 
is adopted by the best recent editors. 

On the meaning of dice: ‘substantially,’ 
‘essentially,’ and the connexion of 
the verse with the argument for the 
divinity of Christ, see Waterl. Second 
Def. Qu. 24, Vol. m1. p. 722. 

pi oto is a subjective negation, and 
states the view in which they were 
regarded by the writer; see above, 
and comp. the numerous exx. cited by 
Winer, Gr. § 55. 5, p. 428. The stu- 
dent must be reminded that ui) with 
participles is the prevailing usage in 
the N. T., so that while od with par- 
ticiples may be pressed, it is well to be 
cautious with regard to 4; see notes 
on 1 Thess. ii. 15. 

g. yovTes Ocbv] ‘after having 
known God ;’ temporal participle here 
expressing an action preceding that 
specified by the finite verb; see 
Winer, Gr. § 45. t, p, 306, and notes 
on Eph. ii. 8, but transpose the acci- 
dentally interchanged words ‘ subse- 
quent to’ and ‘ preceding.’ Olsh. 
finds a climax in eldéres, yvévres, and 
yvwoGévres: the first, merely outward 
knowledge that God is; the second, 
the inner essential knowledge in ac- 
tivity ; the third, the passive know- 


ledge of God in love. The distinction 
between the two latter (see below) 
seems correct, but that between e/é. 
and yv. very doubtful, especially after 
the instances cited by Meyer, viz. 
John vii. 27, viii. 55, 2 Cor. v. 16. 
paddov 8] ‘imo vero,’ ‘vel potius, ’ 
Rom. viii. 34; ‘corrigentis est ut 
sepissime,’ Stalb. Plat. Symp. 173 E: 
see exx. collected by Raphel, in loc. 
yroobdvres] ‘ being known ;’ ‘ cogniti,’ 
Vulg., Clarom. [cognoti]; not ‘ appro- 
bati’ (Grot.), nor even ‘acknowledged 
as His own’ (Ust., comp. Ewald), 
still less ‘scire facti’ (Beza),—but 
simply, in the usual and regular mean- 
ing of the word in the N. T., ‘known,’ 
‘recognised ;’ see 1 Cor. viii. 3, xiii. 
12, and comp. Winer, Gr. § 39. 3, p. 
235. Before the time of their conver- 
sion, the Galatians were not known 
by God,—had not become the objects 
of His divine knowledge ; now they 
were known by Him and endowed 
with spiritual gifts; adrds duds éwe- 
omdcaro, Chrys. The distinction 
drawn by Olsh. (above) between yvév- 
Tes, cognitio activa, knowledge, which 
must be, if genuine, preceded by 
yvwe)., cognitio passiva, love,—hence 
the corrective 4.d\\ov 5¢,—seems borne 
out by 1 Cor. J. c. (on which see 
Beng.); comp. Neand, Plant. Vol. 1. 
p. 157, note (Bohn). 

was] ‘qui fit ut,’ ‘how cometh tt that? 
see ch. li. 14. 

dere wad] ‘turn back again: ‘con- 
vr:imini iterum’ Vulg., Clarom., 
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estis] Syr.; wddw not being the 
Homeric and Hesiodic ‘ retro’ (an idea 
involved ‘n éwirrpépere, Matth. xii. 
44, 2 Pet. ii. 22), but denuo, tterum, 
the more common meaning in the 
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N. T.; seo oxx. in Bretsch. Lez. s. v. 
The lapse of the Galatians into 
Judaism is thus represented as a re- 
lapse into those orotxeta among which 
Judaism was included: ‘wd\w non 
rem eandem respicit sed similem,’ 
Glass. ap. Pol. Syn. in loc. 

Ta dobevh «.7.A.] ‘ the weak and beg- 
garlg elements ;' dc0evh as having no 
power to justify or promote salvation, 
wTwxd as having no rich dowry of 
Rpiritual gifts and blessings; comp. 
Heb. vii. 18, and see Grot. in loc. 
wédw dvadey] ‘again anew,’ ‘aftra 
Yupana,’ Goth.; not pleonastic like 
addiw éx devrépov (Matth, xxvi. 42), 
€recra pera rovro (John xi. 7), but 
expressive of two distinct ideas, re- 
lapse to bondage and recommencement 
of its principles. The Galatians had 
been slaves to the croxeia in the 
form of heathenism; now they were 
desiring to enslave themselves again 
to the croxeta, and to commence them 
anew in the form of Judaism: com- 
pare ‘rursum denuo,’: Plaut. Cas. 
Prol. 33 (Wetst.), and see Hand. Z'ur- 
sell. Vol. II. p. 279. 

10. tpépas] ‘days,’ scil. Jewish 
Sabbaths, fasts, &c. (comp. Rom. xiv. 
5, 6, Col. ii. 16); appy. emphatic, 
and not improbably placed forward as 
marking what they observed with 
most scrupulosity ; see Alf. in loc. It, 
however, can scarcely be considered 
exegetically exact to urge this verse 
against ‘any theory of a Christian 
Sabbath’ (Alf.), when the Apostle is 
only speaking of legal and Judaizing 
observances ; see on Col. ii. 14. 
waparnpetade] ‘ Ye are studiously ob- 
serving,’ comp. Auth. tetagabu [where 
the conjug. (1. 1, Dillm.) does not 
seem without its force]; the force of 
the compound being appy. ‘sedulo’ 
(Meyer), not ‘superstitiose observatis’ 


G 


(Bretsch.),—a meaning which the 
passages adduced, e.g. Joseph. Ant. 
III. §. 5, waparnpew ras éBdouddas, 
Cod. A. Relat. Pilat. (Thilo, Cod. Ap. 
p- 806), rd odBBarov wraparnpetcbat, 
do not substantiate. It may be ob- 
served that the primary use of rapa 
in this verb is appy. local, and by im- 
plication intensive, scil.— ‘standing 
close beside for the purpose of more 
effectually observing’ (comp. Acts ix. 
24, and see Rost u. Palm, Lez. s. v. 
Vol. 11. p. 720): the secondary force 
is more distinctly ethical, but appy. 
restricted to the idea of hostile obser- 
vation (Mark iii. 2, Luke vi. 7, xiv. 
1); compare Polyb. Hist. XVII. 3. 2, 
évedpevery kal raparnpety, and see exx. 
in Schweigh. Lex. Polyb. s. v., and in 
Steph. Thes. 8. v. Vol. VI. p. 410. 
The punctuation of this verse is doubt- 
ful. Tisch. Mey., Alf., al., place a 
mark of interrogation after éviaurous, 
but appy. with somewhat less con- 
textual probability than the simple 
period (Lachm.); as in this latter 
case the verse supplies a natural 
verification of the statement implied 
in the preceding question, explain- 
ing rls rfjs SovAelas rpdros, (Theod.), 
and forming a natural transition to 
the sadder tone of ver. 11. To 
derive a hint merely. from the use of 
the pres. tense that the Galatians 
werethen celebrating a Sabbatical year 
(Wieseler, Chron. A post. p. 286, note), 
seems very precarious. 

katpots] ‘seasons,’7.¢. of the festivals ; 
compare Chron. viii. 13, rod dvagépeww 
xara ras évro\ds Mwiio# .év rots caB- 
Bdros, xal év rois pnal, cal. éy rats 
€oprais, rpeis xatpods roi énauTod, 
and Lev. xxiii. 4. éviavrots] 
‘years,'—the sabbatical years, and 
(according to the usual explanation) 
the years of Jubilee. These latter, 
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{oa q ‘ a 9 ’ ir re, a 
Kat pijvas Kal .Katpous Kal eviavrous. poBovpat vuas, 


9 « 0 9 e ~ 
BNTwWS ElKN KexOoTiaka Eels ULasS. 


Treat me now with 
reciprocity : you once 


9 4 a 
2 DiverOe ws eyo, Ott Kayw we vpeis, 


despised me not even in my infirmity, but evinced towards me the deepest reverence and 


warmest love. 


Meyer asserts, on the authority of 
Kranold (de Anno Jubil. p. 79), were 
never really celebrated; contrast, 
however, the direct command in Lev. 
Xxv. 5, and comp. the distinct allu- 
sions to it in other places (e.g. Isaiah, 
Ixi. 1, 2). Whether the year of Jubilee 
js here alluded to may be a matter of 
opinion ; but that both before (opp. to 
Winer, RWB., Art. ‘ Jubeljahr,’ Vol. 
I. p. 626) and after the captivity it 
was fully observed, there seems no 
sufficient reason to doubt ; see Kitto, 
Bibl. Cyclop. Art. ‘Jubilee,’ Vol. 1. 
p. 162. 

Ir. oPotpar dpas] ‘J am appre- 
hensive of you,’ ‘res vestre mihi 
timorem incutiunt,’ Grot.; definite 
and independent statement receiving 
its further explanation from what fol- 
lows ; comp. Col. iv. 17, BAéwre rhv 
dcaxovlay...... twa avdrny wdnpots, and 
see notes in loc. To regard this verse 
as an example of that kind of attrac- 
tion, where a word, really belonging 
to the subordinate clause, is made the 
object of, and assimilated by the prin- 
cipal clause (Ust., Winer, Gr. § 66. 
"By P- 552) does not seem grammati- 
cally exact, as in such cases, the ob- 
ject of the former clause is nearly 
always the subject of the latter 
(Scheuerl. Synt. § 49. 2, p. 507), €9. 
Acts xv. 36, émrioxeywueba rods dded- 
gots...... wOs &xovot: see exx. in 
Winer, 7. c. and Kypke, Obs. Vol. 1. 
p- 375. It will be best then with 
Lachm., Buttm., al. to place a comma 
after duds, and to regard pijrws x.7.d. 
as a separate, explanatory clause. 
phwws—kexonrlaxa] ‘lest haply I have 
(actually) labowred in vain: ‘uh 


etiam indicativum adjunctum habet, 
ubi rem a nobis pro verd habert in- 
dicare volumus,’ Herm. Viger, No. 
270; see also Winer, Gr. § 56. 2, p. 
446, Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p.®129, 
and notes on ch. ii. 2. Chrysost., 
not having appy. observed this idiom, 
has unduly pressed goBotua and 
phrws, and implied nearly a contrary 
sense; oldérw, pnolv, é&éBy Td vaud- 
eyuov, ANN’ Ere rdy xemwGva rodro wil- 
vovra Brérw; contrast Theod., peuvy- 
pévos pev trav wévwv, Tov dé Kaproy 
ovx dpar. els dpas] ‘upon 
you ;’ not ‘in vobis,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
Arm., but ‘propter vos,’ Aith., or 
more exactly, ‘in vos, emphatica 
locutio,’ Beng.; comp. Rom. xvi. 6, 
éxorlacev els ids. The meaning of 
els (‘looking towards,’ Donalds. Crat. 
§ 170) is thus not so much simply 
ethical, ‘in reference to,’ and hence 
‘for you’ (De W.),—this being more 
naturally expressed by a dat. com- 
modi (Ecclus. xxiv. 34),—as ethically- 
local,’ ‘upon you,’ Auth.; comp. 
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 10, p. 217: the 
Apostle’s labour was directed to the 
Galatians, actually reached them, and 
so had passed on to them. 

12. ylverGe ds éyh] ‘Become as I 
am; affectionate appeal calling on 
them to treat their Apostle with reci- 
procity (see below), and reminding 
them of their former love and reverence 


for him. Sri Kayo os tpets] 


"since I have become as ye are; 


dissuasive from Judaism urged on the 
ground of his own dereliction of it; 
comp. 1 Cor. ix. 20, 21. The exact 
sentiment conveyed by these words 
has received several different expla- 


GALATIANS IV. 12, 13. 


ddeAdoi, Seopa vor. 


nations. Of these (a) that of the 
Greek expositors—‘I was once a 
zealot for Judaism, as ye now are’ 
(radra wpds rods é& "Tovdalwy, Chrys. ) 
—is open to the objection that quny 
(‘ fut, nec amplius sum’) would have 
thus seemed almost a necessary in- 
sertion (Mey.); comp. Just. ad Grec. 
§ (Wetst.), yiverOe ws éyw, bre xayw 
hunv ws vues. Again (b) that of 
Bengel, Fell, al., that it is only a 
scriptural mode of expressing warm 
affection (1 Kings xxii. 4), t.e. ‘love 
_me as I love you,’ is certainly not in 
harmony with the use of yiverOe, and 
still less with the context, where 
apprehension (poBoduat buds) rather 
than love is what is at present upper- 
most in the Apostle’s thoughts. It 
seems best then (c) with Fritz., De 
W., and most modern expositors to 
regard the clause as urging @ course 
of reciprocity on the part of the Gala- 
tians corresponding to that which had 
been pursued by the Apostle; ‘be- 
come free from Judaism like me, for 
I, though a native Jew, have become 
(and am) a Gentile like you,’ ‘I am 
Tots dvéuas ws Avouos (1 Cor. ix. 21) 
now, though mepwoordpws Snrwris 
k.T.A. (ch. i. 14) then:’ see Neand. 
Planting, Vol. I. p. 223 (Bohn), and 
Fritz. Fritzsch. Opuse. p. 232 8q., 
where the passage is fully discussed. 
&SeaApol, Sdopar dpadv] ‘brethren, J 
beseech you,’ earnest entreaty (‘ verba 
wepira0y,’ Grot.) belonging not to 
what follows,—though so taken by 
Chrys., al., and all the ancient Vv., 
—but with what precedes, as the 
dénocs is in the first and not the last 
portion. This passage is curious as 
one in which the best ancient, and 
the best modern interpreters, are, as 
happens but very rarely, in direct 
opposition to each other. 


9 oe 9 , 
OQUOEV [LE HO"KAT ATE 
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ot8dy pe ABuchoare] ‘ye injured me 
in nothing; allusion to their past 
behaviour as a reason and motive why 


_they should now accede to the en- 


treaty just urged ; ‘ ye did not injure 
me formerly, do not injure me now by 
refusing to act as I beseech you to 
act.’ The connexion is thus, as the 
parallel aorists Hdccjoare, é€ouler}- 
care, éfewrvcare, seem distinctly to 
suggest, very close with what follows, 
ver. 13 and 14 (which really make up 
a single period) forming a sort of an- 
tithetical member (see below) to the 
present clause, and the aor. referring 
to the Apostle’s first visit. The 
usual interpretation ‘there is nothing 
personal between us’ (SnAdy Bre od 
Kloous ovdé ExOpas hv ra elpynuéva, 
Chrys.) is both exegetically untenable 
(there was no &@pa in what he had 
said but the reverse), and gramma- 
tically precarious as implying in 
hdtxjoare either the force of a present 
or perfect. The interpr. reproduced 
by Rettig, Stud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 
Iog, ‘ye have not injured me, but 
Christ’ (‘nihil me privatim lesistis,’ 
Grot.), implies an emphasis on je 
which does not seem to exist (ovdé is 
surely the emphatic word), and 
equally tends to infringe on the force 
of the aorist. 

13. ot8are Sé] ‘but ye know,’ ‘scitis 
potius ;’ opposition, not so much of 
clauses (this would be ov«—dAdd, 
comp. Chrys.), as of the sentiments 
conveyed in the preceding clause and 
in the two verses which here follow ; 
‘when I first came among you, and 
that under trying circumstances to 
you, far from wronging me, ye re- 
ceived me as an angel of God.’ | 
80 dobivaav ris capkés] ‘on ac- 
count of weakness of the flesh ;’ t.e. on 
account of some sickness or bodily 


G2 
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4 9 9 Ld ~ 4 9 : , en 4 
Sti Oe’ acbeveray Tis ocapKos eunyyeNtoauny upiv TO 
aporepov, ‘+ kal Tov. Teipacpov Umov ev TH TapKt mou 

14. viv] So Luchm, and Tisch. (ed. 2) with AB (C* adds rdv) D'FG ; 17. 39. 
67** .... Vulg., Clarom., Copt.; Cyr., Hieron., Aug., Ambrst., Sedul. 
(Meyer, Bagge). Tischendorf (ed. 2) reads pov tiv with D®*EJK; appy. great 
majority of mss.; Syr.-Phil. (appy. Syr., Goth.), Arm.; Chrys., Thdrt., Dam. 
C£cum. (Rec., Scholz, Fritz. om. pov, Alf.). Independently of the preponde- 
rance of external authority, the change from the easier to the more difficult 
reading seems so very probable, that, in spite of the internal objections of Fritz 
(Opusc. p. 245 8q.), we can here scarcely hesitate to adopt the reading, though 





not the punctuation (see note), of Lachmann. 
his former opinion, and distinctly advocates tudr. 


weakness, which caused the Apostle 
to stay longer with the Galatians than 
he had originally intended, and of 
which we know nothing beyond the 
present allusion: see, as to lexical 
usage, Winer, Gr. § 49. c, p. 3596, 
Fritz. Rom. iii. 25, Vol. I. p. 197, 
and, as to the historical probability, 
Wieseler, Chron. Apost. p. 30, and 
Conyb. and Hows. St. Paul, Vol. 1. 
p- 294 (ed. 1). Though, on the 
one hand, it may be admitted, that 
the line of demarcation between 5:4 
with the gen. and with the accus. is 
occasionally so faint that, in some 
few passages (esp. with persons), an 
interchange seems really to have 
taken place (see exx. in Steph. Thes. 


s.v., collected by Dindorf, and in 


Bretsch. Lex. s.v.,—but except Heb. 
v. 12, Rev. iv. 11, and appy. Rev. 
xii. 11), still in the present case there 
seems nothing so irreconcileable with 
the context (Peile, Bagge), or so im- 
probable in itself as to lead us to 
adopt either of the two only possible 
(1) alternatives, (a) an enallage of 
case (Ust., al.), or (6) a temporal use 
of dd, soil, ‘during a period of 
sickness.’ To the first of these there 
is the great objection that no certain 
instance has yet been adduced from 
the N.T.,—neither John vi. 57 (see 
Liicke im loc.) nor Phil. i. 15 (see 


Mill (Append. p. 51) retracts 


notes in loc.) being exx. in point ; 
and to (b) the equally valid objection 
that this species of temporal, or, more 
correctly speaking, local meaning, 
e.g. 5d vixra, comp. da wévrov, did 
oréua, &c., is only found in poetry, 
and that rarely Attic; comp. Bern- 
hardy, Synt. v. 18, p. 236, Madvig, 
Gr. § 69. We seem bound then to 
maintain the simple meaning of the 
words, and to refer to our ignorance 
of the circumstances (Green, Gr. p. 
300) any difficulties the expression 
may appear to involve. 

vd wpdrepov may be translated either 
‘ formerly’ (Deut. ii. 12, Josh. xi. 
10, Joh. vi. 62, ix. 8), or ‘the first 
time’ (wpérepov, Heb. iv. 6, vii. 27). 
The latter is preferable ; for, as Meyer 
observes, the words would be super- 
fluous if St. Paul had been only once. 
Still no historical conclusions can 
safely be drawn from this expression 
alone; see Wieseler, Chron. <A post. 
P- 30, 277- 

14. Tov wepacpov tydv] ‘your 
temptation,’ scil. ‘your trial which 
arose, or might reasonably have 
arisen, from the bodily infirmity on 
account of which I ministered among 
you; éy rq capxl nov coalescing with, 
and forming an explanatory addition 
to the otherwise seemingly ambiguous 
roy weipacu.. Yuay; comp, 2 Cor. x. 
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9 : . ‘ 
oux eLovBevycate ode eLerricate, GAN ws dyyerov Oeos 


edekacbe me, we Xpiorov *Incoiv. 


10, % 38 wapovola rot odparos 
dadevijs, cal 6 Adyos etovPernpévos, 
and see Mill (Append. to N.T.), p. 
51. The objection to this interpre- 
tation, founded on the absence of the 
art. before éy rj capxi pov (Riick.), is 
here not valid, as weipdtew &y rit 
(comp. Ecclus. xxvii. 5) is appy. an 
admissible construction ; see Winer, 
Gr. 8 20. 2, p. 123, and notes on 
Eph.i.15. Lachmann places a period 
after vod, and connects rdv wepacu. 
vu. with ver. 13; but this does very 
little to remove the difficulty in the 
former part of this verse, and makes 
the latter part intolerably harsh and 
abrupt. - erricare] 
‘loathed,’ ‘respuistis,’ Vulg., Clarom., 


coL, [abominati estis] Syr.: ‘plus 


est éxwrvew quam éfovOevelv, hoc 
enim contemptum, illud et abomina- 
tionem significat,’ Grot.; see Kypke, 
Observ. Vol. U1. p. 280. Of the 
compounds of wriw, those with éy 
and éx are only used in the natural, 
and not, as xarawr., diarr., dworr., 
in the metaphorical sense ; see Lobeck, 
Phryn. p. 15 8q. Probably, as Fritz. 
suggests, éxrr, was here used rather 
than the more common dromr. by a 
kind of alliteration after éovderjoare, 
‘non reprobastis aut respuistis,’ more 
esp. as a repetition of the same prep. 
in composition appears to be an occa- 
sional characteristic of the Apostle’s 
style ; comp. Rom. ii. 17, xi. 7. De 
Wette feels a difficulty in étov@. and 
éferr. being applied to we:pacpuds on 
the part of the Galatians. Yet surely, 
whether referred to St. Paul or to 
the Galat., the expression is equally 
elliptical, and must in either case 
imply despising that which formed 
or suggested the reipacuds. 


15 tig ovv 6 paxa- 


es: Xpiordv Incoby] ‘(yea) as Christ 
Jesus ;’ climactic, denoting the deep 
affection and veneration with which 
he was received; comp. 2 Cor. v. 20: 
the Galatians received the Apostle 
not only as an angel, but as One 
higher and more glorious (Heb. i. 4), 
even as Him who was the Lord of 
angels, 

15. tle odv] ‘Of what kind then,’ 
scil. #v [inserted in DEK (FG); mss.; 
Chrys.]; ‘qualis (not quanta), h. e. 
quam levis, quam inconstans, tgitur 
erat,’ Fritz.: sorrowful enquiry, ex- 
pressive of the Apostle’s real estimate 
of the nature of their paxapiouss ; 
olxerat, dwwdero’ Kadds ov drognrde 
Hevos, dAAG Se’ dowrhoews evdectduevos, 
Theod. Mops. If woi be adopted, 
for which there is greater external 
authority [ABCFG; 6 mas.; Boern., 
Syr. Vulg., Copt., Arm. al.; Dam., 
Hier. al.}j, but which seems to bear 
every appearance of having been a 
correction (76 rls dvrt rod rod rébexen, 
Theod.), then éor’v must be supplied, 
and ody taken in its ‘vis collectiva,’ 
whereas in the present case, what has 
been called the vis refexiva (‘takes 
up what has been said and continues 
it,’ Donalds. Crat. § 192) is more 
apparent ; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p. 719, and notes on PAil, ii. 1. 
paxapiopds tpdv] ‘the boasting of 
your blessedness,’ ‘ beatitatis vestre 
predicatio,’ Beza; the Galatians 
themselves being obviously both the 
paxaplfovres (not St. Paul and others, 
(Ecum., comp. Theoph.) and the 
Maxapi{ouevoc: see Rom. iv. 6 (where 
Aéyet Toy paxapioudy = paxaplfe), and 
comp. Fritz. tn loc. The word is 
occasionally found in earlier writers 
(e.g. Plato, Rep. 1X. 591 D, Aristot, 
Rhet. 1. 9. 4) and is of common oo 
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“~ “A a a “a 
pisos Uuov; papTupw yap wiv St et duvarov Tous 


dPOarpors iuov eLopisavres edwKaTé mot. 


e “ , 9 o e a. 
ULwWY yeyova adnOevwY LEI; 


currence in the Greek liturgies ; see 
Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. O. p. 
290 aq. Tovs dp8adpods 
épayv] ‘your eyes,’ ‘oculos vestros,’ 
Valg., Clarom.; not ‘your own eyes,’ 
Auth. (rods lilouvs d¢8adpovs), as the 
article and pronoun are found in the 
N.T. constantly associated with 60, 
where no emphasis is intended ; comp. 
Joh. iv. 35, and see the numerous 
exx. in Bruder, Concord. s.v. p. 667. 
All inferences then from this passage 
that the dcOévera of the Apostle was 
a disease of the eyes are in the highest 
degree precarious ; see Alf. in loc. 
Koptfavres}] ‘having plucked out,’ 
‘eruissetis et dedissetis,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom.; participle expressive of an act 
immediately prior to, and all but syn- 
chronous with that of the finite verb ; 
comp. Hermann, Viger, No. 224. 
That the verb étoptrrew (‘usgraban,’ 
Goth.) is a ‘verbum solemne’ (Mey.) 
for the extirpation of the eye (1 Sam. 
xi. 2, Herod. viii 116, &c.) may 
perhaps be doubted, as éxxérrew 
éP0adyudv is used in cases apparently 
similar (Judges xvi. 21, comp. Lucian, 
Toxaris, 40), though more generally 
applicable to the simple destruction 
of the organ: see Demosth. 247. 11, 
Aristoph. Nub. 24 (Al@w), Plutarch, 
Lyewrg. 11 (Baxrnplg). The Greek 
vocabulary on this subject is very 
varied ; see the numerous synonyms 
in Steph. Thes. s.v. d@Oaryds. 
Badxate] ‘ye would have given; the 
ay [Rec. with D?EJK ; mss.] being 
rightly omitted with greatly prepon- 
derating evidence [ABCD'FG; 2 
mss.]; comp. John xv. 22, xix. 11. 
This omission of the article has a 
‘rhetorical’ force (Herm.), and differs 
from the past tense with dy, as mark- 


15 Sore €xOpos 


ing more definitely the certainty that 
the event mentioned in the apodosis 
would have taken place, if the re- 
striction expreased or implied in the 
protasis had not existed ; see Herm. 
de Partic. dv, p. 58 sq., Schmalfeld, 
Synt. § 79, p. 185. Whether this 
distinction can always be maintained 
in the N.T. is perhaps doubtful, as 
the tendency to omit ay in the apo- 
dosis (especially with the imperf.) is 
certainly a distinct feature of later 
Greek ; see Winer, Gr. § 42. 2, p. 273, 


and comp. Ellendt, Lez. Soph. 8.v. 


x. 1, Vol. I. p. 125. 

16. Gore] ‘So then? ‘Ergo? 
Vulg., Clarom.; consequence (ex- 
pressed interrogatively) from the 
present state of things as contrasted 
with the past,—‘so then, as things 
now stand, am I become your enemy? 
ovx welts eore ol wepiéwovres Kai 
Geparevorres, kal T&v dpOarpav Tiyptw- 
Tepow Ayovres; Ti rolvuy yéyove; 
wbden % &xOpa, Chrys. The con- 
secutive force of Gore is more strongly 
pressed by Meyer, who accordingly 
connects the particle with the in- 
terrogation ris of» paxap., of which 
it is to be conceived as expressing the 
special consequence, ‘is it in conse- 
quence of the unstable nature of your 
paxap., that &c.,’—but this seems to 
involve the necessity of regarding 
paprup® yap «.7.\. a8 parenthetical, 
and seems less in accordance with 
the context than the general and 
more abrupt reference to present cir- 
cumstances ; see De Wette tn loc. 
The use of ore with interrog. sen- 
tences is briefly noticed by Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. u. p. 776. 
éxOpds ipadv yéyova] ‘am I become 
your enemy, t.e. ‘hostile to you,’ 
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Your false teachers on] 
court you for selfish 
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ends: and ye are fickle, Would that I were with you, and could alter my tone, 


oe 

Jas.Z5 [dominus inimicitie] 
Syr., (both), ‘inimicus vobis,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., ‘fijands’ [Feind],Goth., Copt., 
ith., Arm.,—nearly all regarding 
éxOpds as used substantively, and 
appy. actively, as in most of the lan- 
guages above cited there are forms 
which would have distinctly conveyed 
the passive meaning. This latter 
meaning is adopted by Mey., Alf., 
al., and is not only grammatically 
admissible (€x@pos, as the gen. shows, 
acting here as a substantive), but 
even contextually plausible, as the 
' opposition between the former love of 
the Galatians and their present aver- 
sion would thus seem more fully dis- 
played. Still as the active meaning 
yields a good sense, and is adopted by 
most of the ancient Vv., and as there 
is also some ground for believing that 
6 éxOpds AvOpwmros (Clem. Recogn. I. 
70, 71, ‘ille inimicus homo’) was ac- 
tually a name by which the Judaists 
designated the Apostle, the active 
meaning is to be preferred; see 
Hilgenf. Clem. Recogn., p. 78, note, 
Wieseler, Chronol. p. 277. 

GAnPetov] ‘by speaking the truth,’ 
scil. ‘because I speak the truth ; ovx 
ol5a ddAthy alriay, Chrys. To what 
period does the participle refer? 
Certainly not (a) to the present 
Epistle, as the Apostle could not 
now know what the effect would be 
(Schott); nor (5) to the fret visit, 
when the state of feeling (ver. 15) 
was so very different,—but (c) to the 
second (Acts xviii. 23), when Judaism 
had probably made rapid advances ; 
see Wieseler, Chronol. p. 277. No 
objection can be urged against this 
from the use of the pres. (imperf.) 
participle, as the action was still 
lasting ; see Winer, Gr. § 45. 1, pr 


304, Schmalfeld, Synt. 
406. 

17. tydodory dp. ] ‘they are paying 
you court,’ scil. they are showing an 
anxious zeal in winning you over 
to their own party and opiniong: con- 
trast between the honest truthfulness 
of the Apostle towards his converts, 
and the interested and self-seeking 
court paid to them by the Judaizing 
teachers. For an example of a si- 
milar use of {moby (‘sich eifrig um 
Jem. kiimmern,’ Rost. u. Palm, Lez. 
8.v.),—here neither exclusively in its 
better sense (2 Cor. xi. 2), nor yet in 
its worse (Acts vii. 9; comp. Chrys.), 
but in the neutral meaning of ‘ paying 
court to’ (‘studiose ambire,’ Fritz.) ,— 
seo Plut. vir. 762 (cited by Fritz.), twd 
xpelas rd mp@rov Ewrovrac xal (ndodcuw, 
Borepov 5é xal pirovow. 

GANA éxnAcloas «.7.A.] ‘nay they 
desire to exclude you,’ they not 
merely follow the positive and less 
dishonourable course of including you 
among themselves [Syr. reads éyxA., 
but appy. only from mistake] but the 
baser and more negative one of ez- 
cluding you from others to make 
you thus court them. The omission 
of a gen. after éxxX. (see Kypke, Obs. 
It, 181) makes it difficult to deter- 
mine the objects from which the false 
teachers sought to exclude those 
whom they affected, and has caused 
the ellipsis to be supplied in various 
ways; ¢.g. Ths rerelas yvwoews 
(Chrys.), ‘a Christo et fiducia ejus’ 
(Luther), ‘ab aliis omnibus’ (Schott), 
‘e circulis suis,’ t.e. ‘by affecting 
exclusiveness to make you court 
them’ (Koppe, comp. Brown),— 

last ingenious, but all more or lesa 
arbitrary. The only clue afforded 
by the context is the position of 
avrods, which suggests a marked per 


§ 202, p. 
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sonal antithesis, and the use of éx- 
k\etoat, which seems more naturally 
to refer to numbers or a community 
(Mey.) than to anything abstract or 
individual. Combining these two 
observations, we may perhaps with 
probability extend the reference from 
St. Paul (ed. 1, Fritz.) to that of the 
sounder portion of the Church with 
which he in thought associates him- 
self, and from which he reverts back 
again to himself in ver. 18. The 
moment of thought, however, rests 
really on the verb, not on the objects 
to which it may be thought to refer. 
The Galatians were courted, and that 
ov kas, in every way: direct prose- 
lytizing on the part of these teachers 
(if they had been sincere in their con- 
victions) might have worn a sem- 
blance of being «addy; their course, 
however, was rather (d\\a) indirect, 
it was to isolate their victims, that in 
their isolation they might be forced to 
affect those who thus dishonestly 
affected them. *A))d thus preserves 
its proper force, and becomes prac- 
tically corrective ; see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. U. p. 2, 3, Hartung, Partik. 
Vol, I. p. 35. The reading 
tuds which has still some few de- 
fenders (Scholef. Hints, p. 96, comp. 
De W.) appears to have been a con- 
jecture of Beza. Though said to 
have been since found in a few mss., 
the assertion of Scholz, ‘ juds e codd. 
recent. fere omnibus’ is a complete 
mis-statement. {nAotre] 
‘in order that ye may zealously affect 
them ;’ purpose of the {ndodow ob 
Kaos, tva not being adverbial (‘ ubi, 
quo in statu,’ Fritz., Mey.), but the 
simple conjunction, here as also in I 
Cor. iv. 6, associated with the indic., 
per solecismum ; see Winer, Gr. § 41. 
5. 1, p. 259, and Green, Gr. p. 73, who 
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GALATIANS IV. 17, 18. 


18 eadov de 


calls attention to the fact that both 
soleecisms appear in a contracted 
verb, where they might certainly 
have more easily occurred. Hilgen- 
feld cites as a parallel Clem. Hom. XI- 
16 (read 6), tva bwripxev, but the pre- 
ceding clause, el 0é\ere avrov woljoat, 
seems, structurally considered, in 
effect equivalent to el érolnoev, and 
vripxev only the imperf. ‘in re irrit& 
vel infect&,’—a usage appy. not fami- 
liar to this expositor (see p. 131, and 
comp. notes on ch, ii. 2), but per- 
fectly regular and idiomatic; see 
Madvig, Synt. § 131, Schmalfeld, 
Synt. § 143, p. 294. It may be 
remarked that the MSS. and mas. 
(219** [fyAG@re], only excepted) are 
unanimous in the indic., and that 
all the ancient Vv. appear to have 
regarded tva as a conjunction. 

18, Kady St rd {nAodo Gat k.7.A. ] 
‘ But it 18 good to be courted in a good 
way at all times ,’ contrasted statement 
of what it is to be courted in a good 
and lasting manner. There is some 
little obscurity in this verse owing to 
the studied and characteristic rapovo- 
paola (comp. Winer, Gr. § 68. 1, p. 
560) which marks the terms in which 
it is expressed. As the explanations 
of the verse are somewhat varied, we 
may perhaps advantageously premise 
the following limitations :—(1) All in- 
terpretations which do not preserve 
one uniform meaning of {mAédw in 
both verses (e.g. Riick., and even 
De W. and Fritz.) may be rejected : 
from which it would seem to follow 
that év kad does not point to 
the sphere of the {mAoic@a, in the 
sense of the virtues which called out 
the feeling (él rq reXecdry71, Theoph., 
comp. De W.),—as this would prac- 
tically cause {nAodv to pass from its 
neutral meaning ‘ambire,’ to the 
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wapeivat me pos vpas. 


more restricted ‘ admirari,’ —but is to 
be regarded as simply adverbial (comp. 
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 8. b, p. 211), 
and perhaps as varied only from the 
preceding xa\@s to harmonize struc- 
turally with the following é 7@ 
mapeivat. (2) {nAodoGas must be re- 
garded as pass. (comp. Syr.), not as 
a middle, equiv. in sense to active 
(Vulg., Clarom., Goth.), as no evi- 
dence of such a use of {nAotcAa: has 
yet been found. (3) The object of 
SmrodcGa: must be the Galatians, as in 
ver. 17, and not (Ust.) St. Paul. (4) 
év to wapetvat is not to be translated 
prospectively (Peile), but must mean 
simply ‘ when I am with you.’ 

Thus narrowed then, the meaning 
would seem to be, ‘ But it is a good 
thing to be courted,—to be the object 
of {#Aos, in an honest way (as you 
are by me, though not by them) at 
all times, and not merely just when 
I happen to be with you.’ Thus 
§nrotcGac év xad@ forms, as it were, 
a compound idea={mrovcbat Kxadds 
(Peile), and is in strict antithesis to 
the act. fd. od kadds in the preceding 
verse; see Wieseler, Chron. Apost. 
p. 278. awpds tpas] ‘with 
you,’ the primary idea of direction is 
frequently lost sight of, especially 
with persons; comp. John i. 1, 
1 Thess, iii, 4, 2 Thess. ii. 5, and see 
notes on ch. i. 18. 

19. trexvia, pov] ‘my little chil- 
dren ; appropriate introduction to 
the tender and affectionate address 
which follows. Usteri, Scholz, Lach- 
mann, and other expositors and 
editors connect these two words with 
ver. 18, putting a comma only after 
unas. By such a punctuation (sug- 
gested probably by a difficulty felt in 
the idiomatic 8¢, ver. 20) the whole 


a ’ 
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effect of the present address is lost, 
and the calm and_ semi-proverbial 
comment of ver. 18, to which it now 
forms such a sudden and tender con- 
trast, weakened by the addition of an 
incongruous appeal. The appro- 
priate and affectionate réxma (only 
here in St. Paul, but often in St. 
John) is changed by Lachm. into réxva 
[only with BFG], but rightly retained 
by the majority of recent editors. 

@8lvw] ‘7 am in travail ; not ‘in 
utero gesto’ (Heinsius, Exerc. p. 424, 
comp. Alf.),—a meaning for which 
there is no satisfactory authority in 
the N. T. or the LXX, but simply 


‘parturio,’Vulg., Clarom., “\aS0 


~9y 
{sum parturiens] Syr., with the idea, 
not so much of the pain, as of the 
long and continuous effort of tra- 
vail: see exx. in Loesner, Obs. p. 333; 
and observe the tender touch in the 
wddu, scil. dore ray raralwy wilywy 
dyayety els uyjuny. The use of wdlyw 
in eccl. writers is illustrated by 
Suicer, Zhes. Vol. 11. p. 1595. 

Axpis ob pophaby] ‘until Christ be 
formed, ‘ until the new man, Christ in 
us (ch. ii. 20, comp. Eph. iii. 17) receive, 
as I doubt not he will (a perhaps 
designedly omitted ; see iii. 19, and 
Herm. de Partic. dy, p. 40), his com- 
pleted and proper form ;’ the obvious 
meaning of this word (éfecxovlfecGat, 
elSorotetc Oat, see Heinsius, Exerc. p. 
424) seeming to show that the meta- 
phor is continued, though in a changed 
application. The doctrinal meaning 
of pop¢. is alluded to by Ust. Lehrb. 
II, I. 3, p. 2235 8q., but see esp. 
Waterland, on Regen. Vol. IV. 445, 
who satisfactorily shows that this pas- 
sage cannot be urged in favour of a 
second regeneration. On the 
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meaning of dyp: and its distinction 
from pexpl, see notes on 2 Tim. ii. 9. 
20. Oedow 84] ‘I could indeed 
wish  imperf. without a»; comp. 
Rom. ix. 3, Acts xxv. 22. In all 
such cases the simple imperf., which 
here appears in the true distinctive 
character of the tense (Bernh. Synt. 
X. 3, 373), must be referred to a sup- 
pressed conditional clause, vellem sc. 
8 possem, si liceret (Fritz. Rom. 1x. 
3, Vol. 11. p. 243), but must be dis- 
tinguished from the imperf. with a, 
which involves a thought (‘but I will 
not’) which is here not intended ; see 
Herm. de Partic. dv, p. 56, Winer, 
Gr. § 41. 2, p. 253. The distinction 
drawn by Schémann (Jseus x. 1, p. 
435, cited by Win.) between 4OeXoy 
or ¢Bovrksuyy with dy (‘significat 
voluntatem a conditione suspensam, 
sc. vellem, st liceret’) and without dy 
(‘vere nos illud voluisse, etiam si omit- 
tenda fuerit voluntas, scilicet, quod 
frustra nos velle cognovimus,’—in 
such cases often with a preparatory pév) 
is subtle, but appy. of limited appli- 
cation, even in earlier Greek : in later 
Greek it is still more precarious ; see 
notes on ver. 15. The omission of 
dy in cases of ‘ objective necessity’ is 
well treated by Stalbaum on Plato, 
Sympos. 190 0, p. 130. Se 
has caused some difficulty to be felt 
in the connexion. Scholef. (Hints, 
P. 77) proposes to regard 3é as redun- 
dant; Hilgenfeld commences with 
HOedov 5é a new clause, leaving ver. 
20 an unfinished address. This is 
not necessary ; the present use of 8¢ 
is analogous to its use with personal 
pronouns after vocatives or in an- 
swers (Bernhardy, Synt. U1. 5, p. 73, 
ors. Orest. 614), the principle of ex- 


planation being the same, ‘ adseve- 
ratio non sine oppositione;’ see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 1. p. 365 sq. This . 
‘opposition’ Meyer traces in the tacit 
contrast between the subject of his 
wish, to be present with them, and 
his actual absence and separation. 
dort] ‘now; see.notes on ch. i. 9. 
Ordfar thy geviy pov] ‘to change 
my voice,’ scil. to a milder, not neces- 
sarily to a more mournful (Chrys.), 
still less to a more severe tone 
(Michael.), which would be wholly 
at variance with the preceding affec- 
tionate address. There does not, 
however, appear any historical allusion 
to the tone which the Apostle used at 
his last visit (Wieseler, Chron. Apost. 
p. 280, note), but only to the severity 
of tone adopted generally in this 
epistle. The peculiar meanings of 
éd\\dgac adopted by Theodoret (7dr 
pev Thy exrpoxny Opnvijcas trav 8é 7rd 
BéBacov Oavydoas ; comp. also Theod. 
Mops.), Greg. Nyss. (uéAA\wy perare- 
bévac ry loroplay els rpowexhy Oewpiay), 
Grotius (‘ modo asperius modo lenius 
loqui’), Whitby (‘temper my voice’), 
al.,—seem all artificial, and are cer- 
tainly not confirmed by the two exx. 
cited by Wetst., viz. Artemidor. II. 
20, Dio Chrys. 59, p. 575, in both of 
which there are qualifications, which 
render the meaning more apparent. 
The change of tense rapetvac, d\AdEat, 
must not be overpressed (Peile), such 
a change being only due to the essen- 
tial difference of meaning between the 
two verbs, and even in the case of other 
verbs being far from uncommon ; see 
Jelf, Gr. § 401. 5, Winer, Gr. § 40. 
2, p. 238. d&mopotpat] ‘J 


am perplexed,’ Arm., [3] oeSoZ 
hasad 9 
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Ye understand not 
the deeper meani 
of the law, as the 
gory of Abraham 
two sons, the one typi- 
cal of the earthly, the 
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23 yeypa- 


mra yap Ott ‘ABpaap dvo vious Erxev, Eva 


other of the heavenly Jerusalem, will fully prove. 


{obstupesco] Syr., drop. being a pass. 
in a deponent sense ; comp. John xiii. 
22, Acts xxv. 20, 2 Cor. iv. 8. 
Fritz. (Opusc. p. 257) still adopte the 
pure pass. sense, ‘nam in vestro cotu 
de me trepidatur, t.e. sum vobis sus- 
pectus’ (comp. Vulg., Clarom., ‘con- 
fundor’), but this is at variance with 
the regular use of the verb in the 
N.T., and ill harmonizes with the 
wish which the Apostle has just ex- 
pressed. He feels perplexed as to 
how he shall bring back the Galatians 
to the true faith ; by d\7@edw» he had 
called out their aversion, perhaps a 
change of tone might work some 
good. dv Opty] ‘in you,’ 
scil. ‘about you,’ é», as usual, mark- 
ing as it were the sphere in which, or 
substratum on which the action takes 
place; see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 
345, and compare 2 Cor. vii. 16, 
Oappo év vuiv. Other constructions 
of drop. are found in the N.T., e.g. 
with wepl, John xiii. 22, and with 
els, Acts xxv. 20. 

a1. Aéyeré pou n.r.A.] Illustration 
of the real difference between the law 
and the promise as typified in the 
history of the two sons of Abraham ; 
see notes on ver. 24. 
Ofrovres] ‘are willing, desirous ;’ not 
without emphasis and significance ; od 
yap ris rav wpayudrwr axodovlas, 
GNAG Tis éxelywy dxalpou Pidovecclas 
7d wpaypa hy. Tov vopoy 
ob« dx.] ‘do ye not hear the law,’ 
‘do ye not give ear to what it really 
says.’ Various shades of meaning 
have been given to this verb. Usteri 
and Meyer retain the simplest mean- 
ing, with ref. to the custom of reading 
in the synagogues (Luke iv. 16),—an 


interpr. to a certain degree coun- 
tenanced by the ancient gloss dva- 
ywhoxere [DEFG; 3 mas.; Vulg., 
Clarom., al.]. As however (1) it is 
fairly probable that the law was not 
as commonly read in Christian com- 
munities as in the Jewish [Justin 
Mart. Apol. 1. p. 83, only mentions 
Ta dwrouynuovetpara Ty drooré\wy, F 
Ta ovyypdupara rv xpopnray; but 
this must not be pressed, as the 
earliest congregations, probably to 
some extent, adopted the practice of 
the synagogue ; see Bingham, Anttq. 
XIII, 4], and (2) as of Oé\ovres refers 
rather to persons Judaically inclined 
than confirmed Judaists, the meaning 
‘giwwe ear to’ (scarcely so much as 
‘attento animo percipere,’ Schott), 
seems most suitable in the preeent 
case ; comp. Matth. x. 14, Luke xvi. 
29, ZI. 

22. yéypawrat yap] ‘For tt is writ- 
ten ;’ explanatory prvof from the law of 
the justice of the negation involved in 
the foregoing question. The particle 
yap has here the mixed argumentative 
and explicative force in which it is so 
often found in these Epp., and ap- 
proaches somewhat in meaning to the 
more definite profecto; see Hartung, 
Partik. ydp, 2. 2, Vol. 1. p. 464 8q., 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 234 8q., 
and comp. Hand, Jursell. Vol. 1. p. 
376. The Apostle explains by the 
citation the meaning of his question, 
while at the same time he slightly 
proves the justice of putting it ; see 
notes on t Thess. ii. 1. 
vis waSlonys) ‘the bond-maid ;’ 
the well-known one, Hagar. The 
word, though here, is not always so 
restricted ; see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 239. 





92 


ek THs Taidtoxns Kat &va eK THs ehevOepas. 


GALATIANS IV. 22—24, 


23 adAa 
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ex tis édevOdpas dia ris émrayyeAias. 


23. GANA] ‘Howbeit.’ The full 

force of this particle may be felt in 
the statement of the complete oppo- 
sition of character and nature between 
the two sons, which it introduces; 
‘Abraham had two sons; though 
sprung from a common father, they 
were notwithstanding of essentially 
different characters.’ On the force of 
this particle, see the good article by 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 1 sq. 
kara wdpxa] ‘according to the flesh,’ 
scil. ‘after the regular course of 
nature,’ Bloomf., xara gvcews dxo- 
AovOlay, Chrys.; not perhaps without 
some idea of imperfection, weakness, 
&c., and, as the next clause seems to 
hint, some degree of latent opposition 
to xvedua ; see Miller, Doctr. of Sin, 
Vol. 1 p. 355 (Clark), Tholuck, 
Stud. u. Krit. for 1855, p. 487, and 
comp. notes on ch. iii. 3. 
Sta ris drayyeAlas] ‘by means of, by 
wirtue of (Hamm.) the promise,’ not 
“under the promise’ (Peile); the prep. 
here marking not merely the ‘con- 
dition,’ ‘ circumstances’ (5: baropovijs, 
Rom. viii. 25), but, as Usteri justly 
remarks, denoting the causa medians 
of the birth of Isaac. Through the 
might and by virtue of the promise 
(see Gen. xviii. 10) Sarah conceived 
Isaac, even as the Virgin conceived 
our Lord through the divine influence 
imparted at the Annunciation; see 
Chrys. in loc., who, however, reads 
gar’ éwaryyedlay. 

24. &rwa] ‘All which things viewed 
in their most general light ;? Col. ii. 
23, drud éort Abyor pev Exovra. It is 
very doubtful whether Usteri is cor- 
rect in maintaining that drwa is here 
ply equivalent to 4. The differ- 
tween és and dors may not be 
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always very distinctly marked in the 
N. T., but there are certainly grounds 
for asserting that in very many of the 
cases where doris appears used for 8s 
it will be found to be used either,— 
(1) Indefinitely; t.e. where the ante- 
cedent is more or less indefinite, either 
(a) in its own nature, from involving 
some general notion (Pape, Lez. 8. v. 
Sorts, 2), or (6) from the way the sub- 
ject is presented to the reader; e.g. 
Phil. i. 28 (where the subj. is really a 
portion of asentence), Col. ii. 23, al. ; 
in such cases the relative frequently 


‘agrees with the consequent, see exx. 


in Winer, Gr. § 24. 3, p. 150. The 
present passage appears to fall under 
this head, as the subject is not merely 
the facts of the birth of the two sons, 
but all the circumstances viewed 
generally :— (2) Classifically,t.e. where 
the subject is represented as one of a 
class or category, ¢.g. ch. ii. 4, 1 Cor. 
lili. 17 (see Mey. tm loc.); comp. 
Matth. Gr. § 483, Jelf, Gr. § 816. 4: 
—(3) Explicatively, e.g. Eph. i. 23 
(see Harless in loc.); not merely in a 
causal sense, as is commonly asserted ; 
see Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 8. v. 3, Vol. 
II. p. 385, comp. Herm. Gd. Rez, 
688 :—or lastly (4) Differentially, t.¢. 
where it denotes an attribute which 
essentially belongs to the nature of 
the antecedent ; see Jelf, Gr. § 816. 
5, Kriiger, Sprachl. § 51. 8. 1 8q. 

Great difference of opinion, however, 
still exists among scholars upon this 
subject. After the instances cited by 
Struve (who has said all that can be 
said in favour of an occasional equiva- 
lence), Quest. Herod. 1, p. 2 8q., it 
seems best to adopt the opinion of 
Ellendt, U. c., that though the equiva- 
lence of Sorcs and és has been far too. 
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generally applied, ‘there are still a few 
instances even in classical Greek. In 
later Greek this permutation took 
place more often, see Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. 8. v.11. Bb, 2, Vol. 11. p. 547; 
still it must never be admitted unless 
none of the above distinctions can 
fairly be applied. tory 
GAAn yopotpeva] ‘are allegorized,’ ‘are 
allegorical,’ ‘by the which things 
another thing is meant,’ Genev. 
Transl., érépws pev Aeydueva, érépws 
5é voovpeva, Schol. ap Matth.; ddd7- 
yoplay éxddece rhv éx wapabécews Tay 
hin yeyovbrwv wpds Ta wapdvra ovyKpt- 
ow, Theod. Mops. As the simple 
meaning of the word in this passage 
has been somewhat obscured by exe- 
getical glosses, it may be observed 
the dAAnyopew properly means to ‘ex- 
press or explain one thing under the 
image of another’ (comp. Plutarch, de 
Tsid. et Osir. § 32, p. 363, “EAX7- 
ves Kpdvov ddAnyopotct rdv xpédvor), 
and hence in the pass., ‘to be so ex- 
pressed or explained ;’ comp. Clem. 
Alex. Strom. v. 11, p. 687, ddAryo- 
petobal rwa éx tTav dvoudrwy dowre- 
pov, ib. Protrept. 11, p. 86, Sus 
ad\Anyopetrar Hdovh emt yaordépa ép- 
mwovoa ; Porphyr. Vit. Pythag. p. 185 
(Cantabr. 1655), where ddAn7yopeto Oat 
is in antithesis to xaworoyeioba: 5 see 
exx. in Wetst. tn loc., and in Kypke, 
Obs. Vol. 11. p. 282. The explana- 
tion of Chrys. is thus perfectly clear 
and satisfactory ; od totro 5¢ pudvor 
() loropla) wapadnr0ot Srep palverat, 
@\Aa kal dAAa rwa dvayopever. The 
remarks made above, ch. iii. 16, 
apply here with equal force to 
the late attempts of several mo- 
dern expositors (eg. Meyer, De 
Wette, Jowett) to represent this 
as a subjective, t.e. to speak plainly, — 


an erroneous interpretation of St. 
Paul arising from his rabbinical edu- | 
cation. It would be well for such 
writers to remember that St. Paul is 
here declaring, under the influence of 
the Holy Spirit, that the passage he 
has cited has a second and a deeper 
meaning than it appears to have: 
that it has that meaning, then, is a 
positive, objective, and indisputable 
truth ; see Olshausen’s note in loc., 
Hofmann, Schriftb. Vol. 11. 2, p. 59, 
and the sound remarks of Waterland 
(Pref. to Script. Vol. iv. p. 159) on 
the general nature of an allegory. 
atrat] ‘these women;’ rdv wadlwy 
exelvwy al pnrépes 4 UdZsa Kai F 
“Ayap, Chrys. The insertion of the 
art. before do (Rec.) is opposed to 
the authority of all the uncial MSS., 
and is rejected by nearly all modern 
editors, pla pay «rd. ] 
‘one indeed from Mount Sinai,’ scil. 
originating from, taking its rise from, 
dordé, with its usual local force, mark- 
ing the place or centre (Alf.) whence 
the 5:a.6%4xn emanated ; comp. Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 68. 16. 5. The uév has 
here no strictly correlative 3¢ as that 
in ver. 26 refers to rH viv ‘Iepove. 
in the verse immediately preceding ; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 63. 2. e, p. 508. 
alg Soviclav yewdera] ‘ bearing chil- 
dren unto bondage,’ t.e. to pass under 
and to inherit the lot of bondage ; 
SovAn Fv ["Ayap] xal els dSovdelap 
éyévva, Theoph. iris 
torly “Ayap] ‘and this is Hagar.’ 
The use of Se7:s here seems to fal] 
under (4): it is this covenant pecu- 
liarly, this one of which the differentia 
is, that it originates from Sinai, 
which is allegorically identical with 
Hagar; see above, and esp. Jelf, Gr, 
§ 816. 4. 
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75 ro yap “Ayap Zwa Spos ecriv ev ty "ApaBia: 


25. To ydp “Ayap ZwG Epos] The reading adopted by Lachm. viz. rd yap 
ZwG with CFG ; 17; Boern., Vulg., Aith., Arm.; Cyr., Epiph., Dam.; Orig. 
(interpr.) Hieron., al. (Ust., De W., Griesb. ‘forsitan ;’ see Hofm. Schriftb. 


Vol. 1. 2, p. 62) is plausible and gives a very satisfactory sense. 


Still Tisch. 


ed. 2 (see Mill, Mey., Scholz,) appears to have rightly returned to the TZezt. 
Rec., as the juxtaposition of yap and “Aap would render (on paradiplomatic 
considerations, Pref. p. xvi.) the omission of the latter word very probable. 
The conversion of the former into 8¢ [Tisch. ed. 1 with ADE; 37. 73. 80, 
Copt. (Wilk., not Bott.), Cyr. 1.] was perhaps suggested by the ye» in ver. 24. 


25. +d yap” Ayap «.7.A.] ‘For the 
word Hagar is Mount Sinai in Arabia,’ 
#.e. among the Arabians; 7d 3¢ Zuwa 
Spos ovrw peOepunveverat TH émixwply 
alrav y\arry, Chrys.: etymological 
reason, added almost parenthetically, 
for the foregoing statement of the 
allegorical identity of Mount Sinai 
and Hagar, 7d not agreeing with 
“Ayap but referring to it in its ab- 
stract form (Jelf, Gr. § 457. 1), and 
év rj ’ApaBig not supplying a mere 
topographical statement (comp. Syr., 
Copt.), but serving to define the 
people by whom Sinai was so called ; 
rovTo Ty TaY ’ApdBuv yrwWooy “Ayap 
xadetrat, Schol. ap. Matth. 

It is thus obvious that this interpre- 
tation presupposes that “Ayap was a 
provincial name of the mountain, Nor 
does this seem at all improbable, 
though we are bound to say that the 
corroborative evidence from the mo- 
dern appellations of the mountain, is 
less strong than the appeals to it 
(Bloomf., Forster, Geogr. of Arabia, 
Vol. 1. p. 182) would seem to imply. 
The best authority for the assertion 
seems to be the careful and diligent 
Biisching (Erdbeschr. Vol. v. p. 535), 
who adduces the statement of Harant, 
that Sinai was still called ‘Hadschar’ 
in his time (‘ Hadsch heisst bekannt- 
lich auch Fels,’ Ritter, Erdkunde, 
Vol. xvi. Part 1. p. 1086), though 
now it is commonly called either 
‘ Dschebel Musa’ (in a more limited 


reference), or ‘Dschebel et Tir ;’ see 
Ritter, Erdk, Vol. xiv. Part 1. p. 
535, Martiniere, Dict. Geogr. e Crit. 
s.v. ‘Sinai.’ It must also be said 
that the evidence from etymology is 
also not very strong, as the Arabian 
word ‘ Hadjar’ (comp. Chald. wy 
Gen. xxxi. 47), appears certainly only 
to mean ‘a stone’ (see Freytag, Lez. 
Arab, s.v. Vol. 1. p. 346), still,— 
even if we leave unnoticed the fact of 
there having been a town called “Ayap 
in the vicinity (Ewald ; comp. Asse- 
mann, Bibl. Orient. Vol. Il. 2, p. 
753),—there are so many analogous 
instances of mountains bearing names 
in which the word ‘stone’ is incorpo- 
rated (e.g. ‘ Weissestein,’ al.), that 
there seems nothing unnatural in sup- 
posing that “Ayap actually was, and 
possibly may be now, the strictly pro- 
vincial name of the portion of the 
mountain pow commonly called 
‘Dschebel Musa.’ This St. Paul 
might have learnt during his stay in 
that country. It must be ad- 
mitted that we escape all this if we 
adopt the reading of Lachmann: rd 
yop Zua... ’Apafig will then form 
a parenthesis, and the emphasis will 
rest on évy 7H ’ApaBlg; ‘For Mount 
Sinai isin Aradia,’—Arahia, the home 
of the bond-maid’s children, the vilot 
"“Ayap, Baruch iii. 23; comp. Hof- 
mann, Schriftb. Vol. 11. 2. p. 62. In 
this case also 5:a0%x7 is the subject of 
ovoroixe: (opp. to Hofm.), without 
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the grammatical distortion in making 
Hagar the subject. Still there is a 
difficulty in the covenant being said 
ovoroxew ; as Sovrela (SovrAcver ydp) 
is plainly the tertium comparationis 
between Hagar and Jerusalem, and 
the assertion ris éorly “Aap is really 
not so much supported by the sen- 
tence which follows, as by the em- 
phasis which is assumed to rest on év 
Ti Apaf., the last words of it. We 
have, therefore, nothing hetter to offer 
than the former interpretation. 

ovoroixel Sé] ‘she stands too in the 
same file or rank with,’ ‘is confor- 
mable with,’ Arm., the nominative 
obviously being “Ayap (‘que conso- 
nat,’ Clarom.), not Zwa Spos (Vulg.), 
nor even pla d:a0jxn (De W.), as 
there would thus be no point of com- 
parison (SovAeia) between the subject 
of cvorotxet and 2 viv ‘Iepove. (Mey.); 
see above. The éé (‘und zwar,’ Hil- 
genf.) appears to add a fresh explana- 
tory characteristic, and retains its 
proper force in the latent contrast 
that the addition of a new fact brings 
with it; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p. 362. Zuvorocxety is best illustrated 
by Polyb. Hust. x. 21 (cited by 
Wetst.), cugvyobvras xal cuvcroxoir- 
ras Siaudévey ; where ousvy. evidently 
refers to soldiers in the same rank, 
ovorox. to soldiers in the same file: 
see Fell in loc., where the two lists 
are drawn out; each name in which 
ovoroxet with those in the same list, 
but dyricrocye? with those in the 
opposite list. The geographical 
gloss of Chrys. yerrvidge, A&mxrera 
(‘qui conjunctus est,’ Vulg., ‘ ga- 
marko’ (comp. ‘ marge’] Goth.), due 
probably to the assumption that Dwi 
Spos is the nom. to cvorotxe?, is not 
exegetically tenable, and has been re- 
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jected by nearly all modern exposi- 
tors. Ti viv ‘Iep.] ‘the 
present Jerusalem,’ scil. rj évradda, rq 
éwl yijs, Schol. ap. Matth.: ‘antithe- 
ton superne ; nunc temporis est, supra 
loci,’ Bengel. Sovdeder 
yap] ‘for she ts in bondage,’ scil. rats 
vouixats waparnpjoecw, Schol. ap. 
Matth., comp. Hofmann, Schriftd. 
Vol. 11. 2, p. 61; the nom. being 4 
viv‘Tep., and the yap serving to con- 
firm the justice of the assertion of 
ovoroxla. The reading 3¢ (Ree. 
with D®EJK ; al.; Syr.-Phil. (marg.), 
al.; Ff.] is rightly rejected by most 
recent editors with preponderant ex- 
ternal evidence, viz. ABCD'FG; 
many mss. and Vv. 

26. 4 Se dve ‘Iepovoeadtp] ‘ But 
the Jerusalem above,’ contrast to the 
 viv‘Tep. of the preceding verse : the 
correspondence of Sarah, #.¢. the other 
covenant, with the heavenly Jerusa- 
lem is assumed as sufficiently obvious 
from the context. The meaning of 
dyw can scarcely be considered doubt- 
ful. It cannot be local (Mount Sion, 
h &vw wédts, Elsner, al.) as this is in- 
consistent with the foregoing »dy, nor 
yet temporal (‘ the ancient Jerus., the 
Salem of Melchizedek,’ Michael. al.), 
as such a ref. is inconsistent with a 
context which only points to later 
periods,—but has simply its usual 
ethical reference, ‘above,’ ‘ heavenly,’ 
‘que sursum est,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
Ssh) Syr.-Phil.; comp. ‘Iepou- 


~~ 


cadhp éroupduos, Heb. xii. 22, ‘lepave. 
cau}, Rev. iii. 12, xxi. 2; see the 
rabbinical quotations in Wetst., and 
comp. Ust. Lehrb. Il. 1. 2, p. 182. 
As Jerusalem 7 viv was the centre of 
Judaism and the ancient theocratic 
kingdom, so Jerusalem 7} dw is the 
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typical representation of Christianity, 
and the Messianic kingdom. 

On the threefold meaning of ‘Iepouc. 
in the N. T. (scil. the heavenly com- 
munity of the righteous, the Church 
on earth, the new Jerus. on the glo- 
rified earth), and the distinction ob- 
served by St. John between ‘Iepouca- 
Ane (the sacred name) and ‘Iepocé- 
Aupa, see Hengstenb. on Apocal. Vol. 
II. p. 319 (Clark) ; and on the general 
use and meaning of the expression, 
the learned treatise of Schoettgen, 
Hore Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 1205—1248. 
fries .7.N.] ‘and this one, (this dvw 
‘Iepove.) ts our mother ;’ hres being 
used appy., as in ver. 25, in its ‘ dif- 
ferential’ sense (see notes on ver. 24) 
and retaining the emphasis, which, as 
the order of the words seems to imply, 
does not rest on 74.0» (Winer). 

The addition of rdyrwy before yudar 
(Rec., [Lachm.], with AJK ; mass.; 
Arab.-Pol., al.) is rightly rejected by 
Tisch. al., with BCDEFG ; 5. 6, and 
majority of Vv. and Ff. 

27. ylypawras ydp] ‘for tt is writ- 
ten;’ proof of the clause immediately 
preceding, #ris x.7.d., from the pro- 
phetic consolation of Isaiah (ch. liv. 
1), which though esp. addressed pri- 
marily to Israel and Jerusalem (Kno- 
bel, Jes. p. 380), was directed with a 
further and fuller reference to the 
Church of which they were the types. 
PAtov] ‘break forth (into a cry).’ The 
ellipsis is usually supplied by dwrip ; 
see Rost u. Palm, s. v. syyv., and the 
numerous examples of pjtov dwrhy 
cited by Wetst. in loc. The critical 
accuracy of Schott leads him to supply 
eigppootvnv (Isaiah xlix. 13, lii. 9), 
reverting to edppdyOyr, on the prin- 
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ciple that the ellipsis is always to be 
supplied from the context ; compare 
‘erumpere gaudium,’ Terent. Fun. 
11.5.2. Itis perhaps more simple to 
supply Boj, derived from Béncov with 
which pov is so closely joined, or still 
more probably, to regard pitov as un- 
derstood from long usage to be simply 
equivalent to xpdéov ; pntaro’ xpatdrw, 
Hesych. - Sru woAAd pad- 
Aov k.7.A.] ‘for many are the children 
of the desolate more than of her that 
hath the husband,’ ‘ multi filii desertze 
magis quam &c.’ Vulg., Clarom., 
Goth. ; roAAd “GAXov being not simply 
equivalent to rAelova 4, but implying 
that both should have many, but the 
desolate one more than the other 
(Mey.). The compound expression rs 
éxovons tov dvdpa answers to the 


simpler iAP} (JAN aS, Syr. ; 


o =x 

sim. th., Arm.) in the original, 
and is thus little more than ‘the 
married one,’ the force of the art. (rév 
dvépa) being perhaps, as Alf. observes, 
too delicate to be expressed in Eng- 
lish. This prophecy is some- 
what differently applied by Clem. ad 
Cor. 11. 2, and Orig. in Rom. vi. Vol. 
II. p. 33, (ed Lomm.), 4 oretpa being 
referred more peculiarly to the Gentile 
church as opposed to the Jewish 
church (rdv doxovvrwy Exew Oedy) ; 
whereas St. Paul understands under 
the image of Sarah (ujrnp ipdy) the 
church, as composed both of Jews 
and Gentiles, and thus as in contra- 
distinction to the children of the law, 
the bond-children of the ancient theo- 
cracy. 

28. dpets 84] ‘But ye,’ applica- 
tion of the foregoing allegory to the 
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case of those whom the Apostle is now 
addressing the 6¢ being here sera- 
Barcxéy (Hartung, Partik, 4, 2. 3, 
Vol. I, p. 165, see notes on ch. i, 11, 
and marking a transition to the 
readers while also hinting at their con- 
trast to the children of rijs éxovons 
rov dydpa., If the reading of Rec. 
hu.-éouév be adopted, which, however, 
though well supported [ACD®E(?)JK; 
mss.; Syr., Vulg., Copt., Goth., Aath. - 
Platt, Arm.; Chrys., Theod., Theo- 
drt., al.], is opposed to good external 
evidence [BD E(?) FG; Clarom., Sah., 
mss.; Auth,-Pol.; Orig., Iren.; Ambr., 
Ambrst., al.], and is suspicious as 
appy. being a conformation to ver. 31, 
then 5¢ must be considered as indica- 
ting a resumption of ver. 26, after the 
parenthetical quotation in ver. 27; 
see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 379, 
Hartung, Partik. 64, 3. 1, Vol. 1. 
p- 173. kata Ioad«] 
‘after the example of Isaac; xard 
pointing to the ‘norma’ or example 
which was furnished by Isaac; so 
I Pet. i. 15, xara rov Kadécavra, Eph. 
iv. 24, Col. iii. 10: see Winer, Gr. 
§ 49. d, p. 358. Several exx. of this 
usage are cited by Kypke, Obs. Vol. 
I. 284, and Wetst. zn loc. 
dwayyeAlas rékva] ‘children of pro- 
mise. These words admit of three 
interpretations ;—(a) ‘children who 
have God’s promise ;’ ur (b) ‘children 
promised by God,’ 7.e. the seed pro- 
mised by God to Abraham; or (c) 
‘children of, 2.e. by virtue of, pro- 
mise.” Both the emphasis, which 
appears from the order to rest on 
érayy., and the words 6:4 rfjs érayy., 
ver. 23, seem decisively in favour of 
the last interpretation ; comp. Rom. 
ix. 8, and see Fritz. tn luc. 

29. GAN dowep] ‘ Howbeit as; 
special notice of an instructive and 
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suggestive comparison between the 
circumstances of the types and of the 
antitypes, d\Ad with its usual adver- 
sative force directing the reader's 
attention to a fresh statement, which 
involves a species of contrast to the 
former ; ‘ye are children of promise 
it is true, howbeit ye must expect 
persecution :’ see esp. Chrys. tnluc., and 
comp. Klotz Devar. Vol. 11. p. 29. 
Wlonxev] ‘persecuted,’ ‘persequebatur,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., al.; imperf., as desig- 
nating an action which still spiritually 
continues ; see Winer, Gr. § 40. 3, 
p. 240. Whether the reference is to be 
regarded as (a) exclusively to Genesis 
xxi. 9, PIED TATA TD AN 
(Alf., Ewald, al.), or (6) to an an- 
cient and therefore, as cited by St. 
Paul, true tradition of the Jewish 
Church (see below) will somewhat 
depend on the meaning assigned to 
POg in Gen. lc. That it may mean 
‘mocked’ (opp. to Knobel in loc.) 
seems certain from Gen. xxxix. 14, 
17, and indeed from the command in 
Gen. xxi. to. As however it does appear 
to mean no more than ‘playing like a 
child,’ walfovra, LXX., ‘ludentem,’ 
Vulg. (see Tisch. en loc.,and Gesen. Lex. 
8.v.), and as Joseph. (Aniig. I. 12. 3), 
says only xaxoupyety avrdv Suvdmevor, it 
seems on the whole best to adopt (5); 
see Beresch. Lil. 15 (Wetst.), ‘Ismael 
tulit arcum et sagittas et jaculatus est 
Isaacum, et pre se tulit ac si luderet,’ 
and Studer (in Ust.), who alludes to 
a similar rabbinical interpretation 
founded on the cabbalistic equivalence 
in numbers of the letters in Ty and 
the explicit 3; comp. Hackspan, 
Notes on Script. Vol. 1. 220. 

vrov xara IIvedpa] ‘him that was 
according to the Spirit,’ scil. -yevvy- 
6évra, supplied froin the preceding 
clause. The prep. it need scarcely be 
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As ye are free, stand 
fast in your freedom. 


said does not here point to the cause 
or medium, ‘Dei opera’ (Vatabl.), 
but simply ‘according to,’ i.e. in 
accordance with the working by pro- 
mise of the Holy Spirit ; comp. Rom. 
iv. 19, 20. Kard odpxa refers to the 
natural laws according to which 
Ishmael was born; xara IIveipa, the 
supernatural laws according to which 
Isaac was conceived and born. 

otrws Kal viv] ‘so also is it now,’ 
scil. those descended from Abraham 
kara odpxa (the Jews) still persecute 
the free children of promise (the 
Christians), The sentiment is ex- 
pressed in general terms, but perhaps 
may here be conceived as pointed at 
the pernicious efforts of the J udaizers, 
which probably involved persecution 
both spiritual and material; comp. 
Meyer in loc. A good sermon 
on this text, though with a somewbat 
special application, will be found in 
Farindon, Serm. x1. Vol. 1. p. 287 sq. 
(ed. 1849). 

30. GANG] ‘ Nevertheless? strongly 
consolatory declaration (rapayuv6la 
ixav}, Chrys.) introducing a distinct 
contrast with the preceding declara- 
tion of the persecution, and calling 
away the thought of the reader toa 
totally fresh aspect ; ‘avocat mentem 
ab illis tristibus ad illam rem, quam 
jam opponit,’ Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p. 6. H yeahh] ‘the 
Scripture.’ The following words are 
really the words of Sarah to Abra- 
ham, but confirmed, ver. 12, by God 
Hiniself; ‘ejecta est Agar Sara pos- 
tulante et Deo annuente,’ Est. The 
interrogative form which introduces 
the citation gives it force and vigour ; 


Tis edevOEpas. 
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comp. Rom. iv. 3, x. 8, xi. 4. 

ob KAnpovopfioy] ‘shall in no wise 
be heir 7 emphatic: ‘liberi autem ex 
concubin& conditionis servilis aut ex- 
trane4& seu geutili a successione plane 
apud Ebreos excludebantur,’ Selden, 
de Success. cap. 3, Vol. II. p. It. 
Hammond cites the instance of 
Jephthah, who was thrust out by his 
brethren, under the second condition 
of the law, as the son of a strange 
woman; Judges xi. 2. With 
regard to the use of od wh with the 
aor. subj. [xAnpovoujoes BDE ; masz. ; 
Theoph. }, it may be observed that the 
distinction drawn by Hermann (d. 
Col. 853) between od nu} with future 
indic. (duration or futurity) and witb 
aor, subj. (speedy occurrence) is not 
applicable to the N.T., on account of 
(1) the varying readings (as here); (2) 
the decided violations of the rule 
where the MSS. are unanimous, e. g. 
1 Thess. iv. 15 ; and (3) the obvious 
prevalence of the use of the sub- 
junctive over the future, both in the 
N.T. and ‘fatiscens Grecitas ;’ see 
Lobeck, Phryn. p. 723, Thiersch, 
Pentat. 11. 15, p. 109, and exx. in 
Gayler, p. 433. On the general use 
of the united particles see Winer, Gr. 
§ 56. 3, p. 450, and esp. Donalds. 
Crat. § 394, Gayler, Partic. Neg. p. 
405, exx. p. 430, and on the best 
mode of translation, notes on 1 Thess. 
iv. 15 (Tranel.). 

31. 8d] ‘ Wherefore ;) commence- 
ment of a short semi-paragraph stating 
the consolatory application of what 
has preceded (‘quamobrem; aptius 
duas res conjungit,’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 173), and passing into an 
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I. TH édevOepia x.7.d.] The difficulty of deciding on the true reading of 


this passage, owing to the great variation of MSS., is very great. 


The reading 


of Lachm., rj édevOepla huds Xprords hrevdepwoev. orjxere ody, is plausible, and 
well supported, as 7 is omitted by ABCD!; mss.; Copt., Damasc., al.; still 
the doubtful meaning of the dat. éAevOep. (not the article, at which Rick. 


exhortation in the following verse. 
It is very difficult to decide on the 
exact connexion, as St. Paul's use of 
5:6 does not appear to have been very 
fixed. Sometimes, as Rom. ii. 1, 
Eph. ii. 11, iii. 13, iv. 25, it begins 
& paragraph ; sometimes (especially 
with xal) it closely connects clauses, 
as Rom. i. 24, iv. 22, 2 Cor. iv. 13, 
v. 9, Phil. ii. 9’; while in 2 Cor. xii. 
10, 1 Thess. v. 11 (imperat.), it closes 
a@ paragraph, though not in a way 
strictly similar to the present. On 
the whole, it seems most probable 
that St. Paul was about to pass on to 
an application of, not a deduction 
from, the previous remarks and cita- 
tion. He commences with 6:6, but 
the word édevOépas suggesting a 
digression (see Davidson, Introd. 
‘Vol. 11. p. 148), he turns the appli- 
cation, by means of 77 éAevOeplg, into 
‘an inferential exhortation (Aith. erro- 
neously makes the first clause a reason, 
‘quia Christus’), ver. 1, and recom- 
mences a new parallel train of thought 
with le éyw. We thus put a slight 
pause after iv. 30, and a fuller one 
after v. 1. If iets 5¢ be adopted 
[AC; mss.; Copt.; Cyr. (1), Damasc., 
al. ] the connexion will be more easy. 
Ver. 30 describes the fate of the 
bond children ; ver. 31 will then form 
a sort of consolatory conclusion, de- 
riving some force from the emphatic 
KAnpov.; ‘but we shall have a different 
fate; we shall be inheritors, for we 
are children, not of a bond-maid, but 
of a free-woman.’ This reading is, 
however, more than doubtful, as 


appearing to be only a repetition from 
ver. 28, For dpa (Rec.), which would 
perhaps imply a little more decidedly 
than 6d a continuance of what was 
said (Donalds. Crat. § 192), the ex- 
ternal evidence (JK (dpa of» FG, 
Theodrt. ] is very weak, and the proba- 
bility of correction not inconsiderable, 
madslenns] ‘of a bond-maid,’ scil. 
‘of any bond-maid.’ The omis- 
sion of the article may be accounted 
for,—not by the negative form of 
the proposition (Middleton in loc.), 
but by the principle of correlation, 
whereby when the governing article 
is anarthrous (here possibly so after 
the predicative éoudv, Middl. p. 43) 
the governed becomes anarthrous also ; 
see Middl. Gr. Art. II. 3. 7, p. 50 
(ed. Rose) comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 2. 
b, p. 113 sq. As however ratdloxy 
appears in every other place with the 
art. (even after the prep. in ver. 23), 
the present omission is perhaps more 
probably regarded as intentional, and 
as designed to give a general character 
to the Apostle’s conclusion ; see Peile 
an loc. Tis é\evOépas cannot, how- 
ever, be translated ‘ of a free woman.’ 


CHAPTER V. 1. TH AcvOepla x.7.A. ] 
‘ Stand firm, then, in the freedom for 
which, &c.;' inferential exhortation 
from the declaration immediately pre- 
ceding. Of the many explanations 
which the expression ry édevdeple 
orjxew has received, the two follow- 
ing appear to be the most probable ; 
(a) ‘libertat stare, quam deserere est 
nefas,’ Fritz. Rom. xii. 12, Vol. m1. 
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25. To yap “Ayap Zwa pos] The reading adopted by Lachm. viz. rd yap 
Zwei with CFG ; 17; Boern., Vulg., Auth., Arm.; Cyr, Epiph., Dam.; Orig. 
(interpr.) Hieron., al. (Ust., De W., Griesb. ‘forsitan ;’ see Hofm. Schrift. 
Vol. 11. 2, p. 62) is plausible and gives a very satisfactory sense. Still Tisch. 
ed. 2 (see Mill, Mey., Scholz,) appears to have rightly returned to the Tezt. 
Rec., as the juxtaposition of yap and “Aap would render (on paradiplomatic 
considerations, Pref. p. xvi.) the omission of the latter word very probable. 
The conversion of the former into 5¢ [Tisch. ed. 1 with ADE ; 37. 73. 80, 
Copt. (Wilk., not Bott.), Cyr. 1.] was perhaps suggested by the éy in ver. 24. 


25. Td yap” Ayap «.7.X.] ‘For the 
word Hagar is Mount Sinat in Arabia,’ 
t.e. among the Arabians; 7d 3¢ Zwa 
Epos ovrw pedepunveverar TH émtxwply 
airav yorry, Chrys.: etymological 
reason, added almost parenthetically, 
for the foregoing statement of the 
allegorical identity of Mount Sinai 
and Hagar, 7d not agreeing with 
“Ayap but referring to it in its ab- 
stract form (Jelf, Gr. § 457. 1), and 
év 79 ’ApaBlg not supplying a mere 
topographical statement (comp. Syr., 
Copt.), but serving to define the 
people by whom Sinai was so called ; 
rovTo Ty THY ’ApdBwy ywooy “Ayap 
xadetrat, Schol. ap. Matth. 

It is thus obvious that this interpre- 
tation presupposes that “Ayap was a 
provincial name of the mountain. Nor 
does this seem at all improbable, 
though we are bound to say that the 
corroborative evidence from the mo- 
dern appellations of the mountain, is 
less strong than the appeals to it 
(Bloomf., Forster, Geogr. of Arabia, 
Vol. 1. p. 182) would seem to imply. 
The best authority for the assertion 
seems to be the careful and diligent 
Biisching (Erdbeschr. Vol. v. p. 535), 
who adduces the statement of Harant, 
that Sinai was still called ‘Hadschar’ 
in his time (‘Hadsch heisst bekannt- 
lich auch Fels,’ Ritter, Erdkunde, 
Vol. xvi. Part 1. p. 1086), though 
now it is commonly called either 
‘ Dschebel Musa’ (in a more limited 


reference), or ‘Dschebel et Tir ;’ see 
Ritter, Erdk, Vol. xiv. Part 1. p. 
535, Martiniere, Dict. Geogr. e Crit. 
s.v. ‘Sinai.’ It must also be said 
that the evidence from etymology is 
also not very strong, as the Arabian 
word ‘ Hadjar’ (comp. Chald. wv 
Gen. xxxi. 47), appears certainly only 
to mean ‘a stone’ (see Freytag, Lex. 
Arab, s.v. Vol. 1. p. 346), still,— 
even if we leave unnoticed the fact of 
there having been a town called “Ayap 
in the vicinity (Ewald ; comp. Asse- 
mann, Bibl. Orient. Vol. 11. 2, p. 
753),—there are so many analogous 
instances of mountains bearing names 
in which the word ‘stone’ is incorpo- 
rated (e.g. ‘ Weissestein,’ al.), that 
there seems nothing unnatural in sup- 
posing that “Ayap actually was, and 
possibly may be now, the strictly pro- 
vincial name of the portion of the 
mountain now commonly called 
‘Dschebel Musa.’ This St. Paul 
might have learnt during his stay in 
that country. It must be ad- 
mitted that we escape all this if we 
adopt the reading of Lachmann: rd 
yap Zwa... ’Apafig will then form 
a parenthesis, and the emphasis will 
rest on év 77 ’Apaflg; ‘For Mount 
Sinai isin Arabia,’—Arabia, the home 
of the bond-maid’s children, the viol 
"“Ayap, Baruch iii. 23; comp. Hof- 
mann, Schrift. Vol. 11. 2. p.62. In 
this case also 5:a04}x7 is the subject of 
ovoroxe (opp. to Hofm.), without 
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the grammatical distortion in making 
Hagar the subject. Still there is a 
difficulty in the covenant being said 
cvoroxe ; as Sovrela (SovrAcver ydp) 
is plainly the tertium comparationis 
between Hagar and Jerusalem, and 
the assertion #ris éorly "Ayap is really 
not so much supported by the sen- 
tence which follows, as by the em- 
phasis which is assumed to rest on év 
Ti ApaB., the last words of it. We 
have, therefore, nothing hetter to offer 
than the former interpretation. 

ovoroxe 84] ‘she stands too in the 
same file or rank with,’ ‘is confor- 
mable with,’ Arm., the nominative 
obviously being “Ayap (‘que conso- 
nat,’ Clarom.), not Zwa dpos (Vulg.), 
nor even pla d:a0jxn (De W.), as 
there would thus be no point of com- 
parison (Sovdeia) between the subject 
of svoroxet and % viv ‘Iepouc. (Mey.); 
see above. The 8é (‘und zwar,’ Hil- 
genf.) appears to add a fresh explana- 
tory characteristic, and retains its 
proper force in the latent contrast 
that the addition of a new fact brings 
with it; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. 
p. 362. Zuororxety is best illustrated 
by Polyb. Hust. x. 21 (cited by 
Wetst.), cugvyoivras xal oucroxoip- 
Tas dtapévew ; where ousvy. evidently 
refers to soldiers in the same rank, 
ovorox. to soldiers in the same file: 
see Fell in loc., where the two lists 
are drawn out; each name in which 
ovorotxet with those in the same list, 
but dyricrocyet with those in the 
opposite list. The geographical 
gloss of Chrys. yerrmdge, &mrrerac 
(‘qui conjunctus est,’ Vulg., ‘ ga- 
marko’ [comp. ‘ marge’] Goth.), due 
probably to the assumption that Dua 
bpos is the nom. to ovcrotxe?, is not 
exegetically tenable, and has been re- 


4 de avo ‘Iepoveadyu eAdcvOépa eoriv; 


jected by nearly all modern exposi- 
tors, v1 viv ‘Tep.] ‘ the 
present Jerusalem,’ scil. 77 évraida, r7 
éxl yfjs, Schol. ap. Matth.: ‘ antithe- 
ton superne ; nunc temporis est, supra 
loci,’ Bengel. Sovrcba 
yap] ‘for she ts in bondage,’ scil. rats 
vouixais waparnpjoeow, Schol. ap. 
Matth., comp. Hofmann, Schrift. 
Vol. 11, 2, p. 61; the nom. being 4 
viv‘Tep., and the yap serving to con- 
firm the justice of the assertion of 
ovototxla. The reading 3¢ (Rec. 
with D®EJK ; al.; Syr.-Phil. (marg.), 
al.; Ff.] is rightly rejected by most 
recent editors with preponderant ex- 
ternal evidence, viz. ABCD'FG; 
many mss, and Vv. 

26. 4 St Gvew ‘Iepovoadhp] ‘ But 
the Jerusalem above; contrast to the 
 viv'Tep. of the preceding verse : the 
correspondence of Sarah, #.¢. the other 
covenant, with the heavenly Jerusa- 
lem is assumed as sufficiently obvious 
from the context. The meaning of 
dvw can scarcely be considered doubt- 
ful. It cannot be local (Mount Sion, 
% dyw wéds, Elsner, al.) as this is in- 
consistent with the foregoing viv, nor 
yet temporal (‘ the ancient Jerus., the 
Salem of Melchizedek,’ Michael. al.), 
as such a ref. is inconsistent with a 
context which only points to later 
periods,—but has simply its usual 
ethical reference, ‘ above,’ ‘ heavenly,’ 
‘que sursum est,’ Vulg., Clarom., 


Ssh) Syr.-Phil.; comp. ‘Iepov- 


~ 


cari éroupdmos, Heb. xii. 22, ‘lepouc. 
kaw, Rev. iii, 12, xxi. 2; see the 
rabbinical quotations in Wetst., and 
comp. Ust. Lehkrb. 11. 1. 2, p. 182. 
As Jerusalem 7 viv was the centre of 
Judaism and the ancient theocratic 
kingdom, so Jerusalem 7} dyw is the 
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typical representation of Christianity, 
and the Messianic kingdom. 

On the threefold meaning of ‘Iepove. 
in the N. T. (scil. the heavenly com- 
munity of the righteous, the Church 
on earth, the new Jerus. on the glo- 
rified earth), and the distinction ob- 
served by St. John between ‘Iepouca- 
Ai (the sacred name) and ‘Iepocd- 
Avua, see Hengstenb. on Apocal. Vol. 
II. p. 319 (Clark) ; and on the general 
use and meaning of the expression, 
the learned treatise of Schoettgen, 
Hore Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 1205—1248. 
Aris k.7.d.] ‘and this one, (this dvw 
‘Iepova.) i8 our mother,’ #ris being 
used appy., as in ver. 25, in its ‘ dif- 
ferential’ sense (see notes on ver. 24) 
and retaining the emphasis, which, as 
the order of the words seems to imply, 
does not rest on 74.0» (Winer). 

The addition of rdvrwy before quay 
(Rec., [Lachm.], with AJK; mas.; 
Arab.-Pol., al.) is rightly rejected by 
Tisch. al., with BCDEFG ; 5. 6, and 
majority of Vv. and Ff. 

27. yéyparrat ydp] ‘for it 1s writ- 
ten,’ proof of the clause immediately 
preceding, ris x.7.X., from the pro- 
phetic consolation of Isaiah (ch. liv. 
1), which though esp. addressed pri- 
marily to Israel and Jerusalem (Kno- 
bel, Jes. p. 380), was directed with a 
further and fuller reference to the 
Church of which they were the types. 
pAtov] ‘break forth (into acry).’ The 
ellipsis is usually supplied by gwrjp ; 
see Rost u. Palm, s. v. pyyv., and the 
numerous examples of pitov pwrhv 
cited by Wetst. in loc. The critical 
accuracy of Schott leads him to supply 
eippootvnv (Isaiah xlix. 13, lii. 9), 
reverting to ed¢pdvOyr1, on the prin- 


28 Sueis O¢, ade oi, kata loaak éraryyeXias 


ciple that the ellipsis is always to be 
supplied from the context ; compare 
‘erumpere gaudium,’ Terent. Fun. 
III. §.2. Itis perhaps more simple to 
supply Boj, derived from Bdyncov with 
which pov is so closely joined, or still 
more probably, to regard Jftov as un- 
derstood from long usage to be simply 
equivalent to xpdéov ; pjéaro’ xpatdrw, 
Hesych. - 8ru woAAd par- 
Aov «.7.X.] ‘ for many are the children 
of the desolate more than of her that 
hath the husband,’ ‘ multi filii desert 
magis quam &c.’ Vulg., Clarom., 
Goth. ; roAAd “GAdop being not simply 
equivalent to wAelova 4, but implying 
that both should have many, but the 
desolate one more than the other 
(Mey.). The compound expression 77s 
éxovons tov dvdpa answers to the 


simpler t17¥3 ([ASs>, Syr. ; 


sim. th., Arm. yi in the original, 
and is thus little more than ‘the 
married one,’ the force of the art. (rdv 
dvdpa) being perhaps, as Alf. observes, 
too delicate to be expressed in Eng- 
lish. This prophecy is some- 
what differently applied by Clem. ad 
Cor. 11. 2, and Orig. tn Rom. vi. Vol. 
II. p. 33, (ed Lomm.), 4 oretpa being 
referred more peculiarly to the Gentile 
church as opposed to the Jewish 
church (rdv dSoxotvrwy Exew Ocdy) ; 
whereas St. Paul understands under 
the image of Sarah (u4rnp tydyv) the 
church, as composed both of Jews 
and Gentiles, and thus as in contra- 
distinction to the children of the law, 
the bond-children of the ancient theo- 
cracy. 

28. dpets S€] ‘But ye,’ applica- 
tion of the foregoing allegory to the 
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case of those whom the Apostle is now 
addressing the 5¢ being here jera- 
Barcxéy (Hartung, Parttk. 3é, 2. 3, 
Vol. 1. p. 165, see notes on ch. i. 11, 
and marking a transition to the 
readers while also hinting at their con- 
trast to the children of ris éxovons 
Tov dvdpa. If the reading of Rec. 
hy.-éopév be adopted, which, however, 
though well supported [ACD®E(?) JK; 
mss.; Syr., Vulg., Copt., Goth., Ath. - 
Platt, Arm.; Chrys., Theod., Theo- 
drt., al.], is opposed to good external 
evidence [BD! E(?)FG; Clarom., Sah., 
mss.; Acth.-Pol.; Orig., Iren.; Ambr., 
Ambrst., al.], and is suspicious as 
appy. being a conformation to ver. 31, 
then d¢ must be considered as indica- 
ting a resumption of ver. 26, after the 
parenthetical quotation in ver. 27; 
see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 377, 
Hartung, Partik. 5é, 3. 1, Vol. 1. 
p. 173. kata Ioadx] 
‘after the example of Isaac; xara 
pointing to the ‘norma’ or example 
which was furnished by Isaac; so 
I Pet. i. 15, kara rév xadéoavra, Eph. 
iv. 24, Col, iii. 10: see Winer, Gr. 
§ 49. d, p. 358. Several exx. of this 
usage are cited by Kypke, Obs. Vol. 
II, 284, and Wetst. in loc. 
érayyelas téeva] ‘children of pro- 
mise.’ These words admit of three 
interpretations ;—(a) ‘children who 
have God’s promise ;’ ur (6) ‘children 
promised by God,’ i.e. the seed pro- 
mised by God to Abraham; or (c) 
‘children of, 2.e. by virtue of, pro- 
mise.’ Both the emphasis, which 
appears from the order to rest on 
érayy., and the words &a 77s érayy., 
ver. 23, seem decisively in favour of 
the last interpretation ; comp. Rom. 
ix. 8, and see Fritz. in loc. 

29. GAN dowep] ‘ Howbeit us ,’ 
special notice of an instructive and 
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suggestive comparison between the 
circumstances of the types and of the 
antitypes, dA\\d with its usual adver 
sative force directing the reader's 
attention to a fresh statement, which 
involves a species of contrast to the 
former ; ‘ye are children of promise 
it is true, howbeit ye must expect 
persecution ;’ see esp. Chrys. inloc., and 
comp. Klotz Devar. Vol. 11. p. 29. 
WloKev] ‘persecuted,’ ‘persequebatur,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., al.; imperf., as desig- 
nating an action which still spiritually 
continues ; see Winer, Gr. § 40. 3, 
p. 240. Whether the reference is to be 
regarded as (a) exclusively to Genesis 
xxi. 9, PRD WET TP OM 
(Alf., Ewald, al.), or (6) to an an- 
cient and therefore, as cited by St. 
Paul, true tradition of the Jewish 
Church (see below) will somewhat 
depend on the meaning assigned to 
poy in Gen. lc. That it may mean 
‘mocked’ (opp. to Knobel in loc.) 
seems certain from Gen. xxxix. 14, 
17, and indeed from the command in 
Gen. xxi. to. As however it does appear 
to mean no more than ‘ playing like a 
child,’ walfovra, LXX., ‘ludentem,’ 
Vulg. (see Tisch. tn loc., and Gesen. Lex. 
8.v.), and as Joseph. (A ntig. I. 12. 3), 
says only kaxoupyety avrév Suvduevor, it 
seems on the whole best to adopt (5); 
see Beresch. Lil. 15 (Wetst.), ‘Ismael 
tulit arcum et sagittas et jaculatus est 
Isaacum, et pre se tulit ac si luderet,’ 
and Studer (in Ust.), who alludes to 
a similar rabbinical interpretation 
founded on the cabbalistic equivalence 
in numbers of the letters in Ty and 
the explicit 2; comp. Hackspan, 
Notes on Script. Vol. 1. 220. 

vrov cata IIvedpa] ‘him that was 
according to the Spirit,’ scil. yevvy- 
6évra, supplied froin the preceding 
clause. The prep. it need scarcely be 
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As ye are free, stand 
fast in your freedom. 


said does not here point to the cause 
or medium, ‘Dei opera’ (Vatabl.), 
but simply ‘according to,’ t.e. in 
accordance with the working by pro- 
mise of the Holy Spirit; comp. Rom. 
iv. 19, 20. Kara odpxa refers to the 
natural laws according to which 
Ishmael was born; xara IIveiua, the 
supernatural laws according to which 
Isaac was conceived and born. 

otras Kal viv] ‘so also is it now,’ 
scil. those descended from Abraham 
xara odpxa (the Jews) still persecute 
the free children of promise (the 
Christians). The sentiment is ex- 
pressed in general terms, but perhaps 
may here be conceived as pointed at 
the pernicious efforts of the Judaizers, 
which probably involved persecution 
both spiritual and material; comp. 
Meyer zm loc. A good sermon 
on this text, though with a somewhat 
special application, will be found in 
Farindon, Serm. x1. Vol. I. p. 287 sq. 
(ed. 1849). 

30. GANG] ‘ Nevertheless :’ strongly 
consolatory declaration (rapapvla 
ixavy, Chrys.) introducing a distinct 
contrast with the preceding declara- 
tion of the persecution, and calling 
away the thought of the reader toa 
totally fresh aspect ; ‘ avocat mentem 
ab illis tristibus ad illam rem, quam 
jam opponit,’ Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p. 6. Hypa] ‘the 
Scripture.’ The following words are 
really the words of Sarah to Abra- 
ham, but confirmed, ver. 12, by God 
Himself; ‘ejecta est Agar Sar& pos- 
tulante et Deo annuente,’ Est. The 
interrogative form which introduces 
the citation gives it force and vigour ; 


THs eevOepas. 


31 Avo, 


comp. Rom. iv. 3, x. 8, xi. 4. 

ob KAnpovopfoy] ‘shall in no wise 
be heir ? emphatic: ‘liberi autem ex 
concubin& conditionis servilis aut ex- 
trane& seu geutili a successione plane 
apud Ebreos excludebantur,’ Selden, 
de Success. cap. 3, Vol. Il p. 11. 
Hammond cites the instance of 
Jephthah, who was thrust out by his 
brethren, under the second condition 
of the law, as the son of a strange 
woman; Judges xi. 2. With 
regard to the use of od «i with the 
aor. subj. [xAnpovoujoes BDE ; mas.; 
Theoph. }, it may be observed that the 
distinction drawn by Hermann (Cd. 
Col. 853) between od nu} with future 
indic. (duration or futurity) and witb 
aor. subj. (speedy occurrence) is not 
applicable to the N.T., on account of 
(1) the varying readings (as here); (2) 
the decided violations of the rule 
where the MSS. are unanimous, e.g. 
1 Thess. iv. 15 ; and (3) the obvious 
prevalence of the use of the sub- 
junctive over the future, both in the 
N.T. and ‘fatiscens Grecitas ;’ see 
Lobeck, Phryn. p. 722, Thiersch, 
Pentat, 11. 15, p. 109, and exx. in 
Gayler, p. 433. On the general use 
of the united particles see Winer, Gr. 
§ 56. 3, p. 450, and esp. Donalds. 
Crat. § 394, Gayler, Partic. Neg. p. 
405, xx. p. 430, and on the best 
mode of translation, notes on 1 Thess. 
iv. 15 (Transl.). 

31. 86] ‘ Wherefore ;’ commence- 
ment of a short semi-paragraph stating 
the consolatory application of what 
has preceded (‘quamobrem; aptius 
duas res conjungit,’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 173), and passing into an 
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I. TH édevOeplg x.7..] The difficulty of deciding on the true reading of 


this passage, owing to the great variation of MSS., is very great. 


The reading 


of Lachm., r7 édevOepla tyas Xpiords Hrevdepwoev. orjxere ody, is plausible, and 
well supported, as 7 is omitted by ABCD!; mss.; Copt., Damasc., al.; still 
the doubtful meaning of the dat. é\evdep. (not the article, at which Rick. 


exhortation in the following verse. 
It is very difficult to decide on the 
exact connexion, as St. Paul’s use of 
5:6 does not appear to have been very 
fixed. Sometimes, as Rom. ii. 1, 
Eph. ii. 11, iii. 13, iv. 25, it begins 
& paragraph ; sometimes (especially 
with xal) it closely connects clauses, 
as Rom. i. 24, iv. 22, 2 Cor. iv. 13, 
v. 9, Phil. ii. 9; while in 2 Cor. xii. 
10, 1 Thess. v. 11 (imperat.), it closes 
@ paragraph, though not in a way 
strictly similar to the present. On 
the whole, it seems most probable 
that St. Paul was about to pass on to 
an application of, not a deduction 
from, the previous remarks and cita- 
tion. He commences with 664, but 
the word édevOépas suggesting a 
digression (see Davidson, Introd. 
‘Vol. 11. p. 148), he turns the appli- 
cation, by means of 77 éAevGeplg, into 
an inferential exhortation (Aith. erro- 
neously makes the first clause a reason, 
‘quia Christus’), ver. 1, and recom- 
mences a new parallel train of thought 
with le éyw. We thus put a slight 
pause after iv. 30, and a fuller one 
after v. 1. If iets dé be adopted 
[AC; mss.; Copt.; Cyr. (1), Damasc., 
al, ] the connexion will be more easy. 
Ver. 30 describes the fate of the 
bond children ; ver. 31 will then form 
a sort of consolatory conclusion, de- 
riving some force from the emphatic 
KAnpov.; ‘but we shall have a different 
fate; we shall be inheritors, for we 
are children, not of a bond-maid, but 
of a free-woman.’ This reading is, 
however, more than doubtful, as 


appearing to be only a repetition from 
ver. 28. For dpa (Rec.), which would 
perhaps imply a little more decidedly 
than 6:6 a continuance of what was 
said (Donalds. Crat. § 192), the ex- 
ternal evidence [JK (dpa od» FG, 
Theodrt.] is very weak, and the proba- 
bility of correction not inconsiderable. 
madstenns] ‘of a bond-maid,’ scil. 
‘of any bond-maid.’ The omis- 
sion of the article may be accounted 
for,—not by the negative form of 
the proposition (Middleton in loc.), 
but by the principle of correlation, 
whereby when the governing article 
is anarthrous (here possibly so after 
the predicative éoudv, Middl. p. 43) 
the governed becomes anarthrous also ; 
see Middl. Gr. Art. Ir. 3. 7, p. §0 
(ed. Rose) comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 2. 
b, p. 13 sq. As however ratdloxy 
appears in every other place with the 
art. (even after the prep. in ver. 23), 
the present omission is perhaps more 
probably regarded as intentional, and 
as designed to give a general character 
to the Apostle’s conclusion ; see Peile 
in loc. Tis é\evOépas cannot, how- 
ever, be translated ‘ of a free woman.’ 


CHAPTER V. 1. tH AevOepla x.7.A. ] 
‘ Stand firm, then, in the freedom for 
which, &c.; inferential exhortation 
from the declaration immediately pre- 
ceding. Of the many explanations 
which the expression rg ¢éAevdepig 
orjxew has received, the two follow- 
ing appear to be the most probable ; 
(a) ‘libertate stare, quam deserere est 
nefas,’ Fritz. Rom. xii. 12, Vol, m1. 
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stumbles), and the abrupt character of the whole, make it, on internal grounds, 
very difficult to admit. Tisch. (so Matth., Scholz, Rinck, Riick., Olsh., al., 
though differing in other points) seems rightly to have retained 7 with D?EJ K (FG 
q éAcvd. iy. ; comp. Vulg., Clarom.); mas. Syr. ; Chrys., Theod. (2), al., as the 
H ig less likely to have arisen from a repetition of the first letter of HMAs (Mey.), 
than to have been omitted from having been accidentally merged init. His 
omission of of, however, with DE; Vulg. Clarom., Syr. (Philox.) ; Theodrt. (2) 
against ABC'FG ; 10. 17. 31. 37, al.; Boern., Augiens., Goth., Copt., al.; 


Cyr., Aug., al.—does not seem tenable. 


The order Xpiords uds (Rec.) 


has but weak external suppart (CJK; mss.; appy. some Vv.; Chrys., Theod.], 


and is reversed by most recent editors. 


p- 80, Winer, Gr. § 31. 3. obs. p. 
244 (ed. 5; less distinctly p. 188, ed. 
6); (8) ‘quod attinet ad libertatem, 
stare,’ Bretschn., Meyer on 2 Cor. i. 
24. The objection to (a) is, that 
such expressions as T7 OAlWer brope- 
vew are not strictly similar, as the 
idea of a hostile attitude (dat. in- 
commodi) is involved in the dative, 
‘calamitatem non subterfugientes,’ 
&c., so vrocrnval Tin, péve rive 
(Bernh. Synt. I. 13. b, p. 98), and 
Hom. JI. xxi. 600, orfval run. The 
latter interpretation seems thus the 
most correct; the dative, however, 
must not be translated too laxly (‘as 
regards the freedom’), as it serves to 
call attention to the exact sphere in 
which, and to which, the action is 
limited, e.g. orn rq dcavolg, Polyb. 
XXI. 9. 3; see Scheuerl. Synt. § 22. a, 
p- 179, and notes on ch. i. 22. It 
may be remarked that we sometimes 
find an inserted éy (1 Cor. xvi. 13, 
comp. Riick.) without much apparent 
difference of meaning, still it does not 
seem hypercritical to say that in this 
latter case the idea of the ‘ sphere or 
element in which’ was designed by 
the writer to come more distinctly 
into view ; comp. Winer, Gr. § 31. 8, 
p- 194. On the meaning of orjxew, 
which per se is only ‘stare’ (Vulg., 
Clarom.), but which derives its fuller 
meaning from the context; comp. 


Chrys., orjxere elrdy, rdv oddov 
&5ecEe, and see notes on Phil. i. 27. 
4] ‘for which ; dat. commodi. The 
usual ablatival explanation ‘qu& nos 
liberavit’ (Vulg.), scil. Ay uty ZdwKev 
(so expressly Conyb.), may perhaps 
be justified by the common construc- 
tions xalpew xapg, &., but as it is 
very doubtful whether this construct. 
occurs in St. Paul’s Epp. (1 Thess. 
lii, Q seems an instance of attraction ; 
see notes im loc.), it seems safer to 
adhere to the former explanation ; 
see Meyer in loc. (obs.). For a 
good sermon on the notion of Chris- 
tian liberty, see Bp. Hall, Serm. 
XXvVI. Vol. v. p. 339 sq. (Talboys). 
wa. refers to the previous subser- 
vience of the Galatians to heathenism ; 
see notes on ch. iv. 9. 

Lvy@ SovAclas] ‘the yoke of bondage,’ 
not ‘a yoke &c.,’ Copt., Ewald, al.; 
the anarthrous dovdela (comp. Winer, 
Gr. § 19. 1, p. 109) being appy. used 
somewhat indefinitely to mark the 
general character of the {vyév, and by 
the principle of correlation causing 
the governing noun to lose its article ; 
see Middleton, Gr. Art. 111. 3. 6, and 
comp. notes on ch. v. 31. It will be 
observed that wd)v is more easily ex- 
plained on the hypothesis of fvy¢ 
being taken indefinitely ; the present 
view, however, seems most in accord- 
ance with the definite statement in 


GALATIANS _V. 2, 3. 


If ye submit to circam- 
cision, ye are bound to 
the whole law, and your 
union with Christ is 
wholly void. 


Ayoet: 
ver. 2; Svydv 5é dovAclas rhv xara 
vopouv fav, Theod. On the use of 
the gen. as denoting the predominant 
nature or quality inherent in the 
governing noun, see Scheuerl. Synt. 
§ 16. 3, p. 115, and comp. Soph. 
Aj. 944, ofa Sovrelas fvyd, Ausch. 
Agam. 365, SovAelas ydyyapor. 

dvéxeoGe] ‘be held fast ;’ not exactly 


rN 9 
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atis vos], but simply ‘implicamini,’ 
Beza, with ref. perhaps to the tenacity 
of the hold, and the difficulty to 
shake it off; comp. Beng. For exx. 
of the use of the verb both in a 
physical (Herod. 11. 121, évéxouat 77 
wayj), and in an ethical sense (Plu- 
tarch Symp. 11. qu. 3. 1, évéxerOac 
Séypacw I[vayopixois), see Kypke, 
Obs. Vol. 0. p. 285, and Wetst. 
an loc. 

2. We tyd TlatAos] ‘ Behold I 
Paul ;’ emphatic and warning decla- 
ration (xéo7 dweth}, Chrys.) of the 
dangerous consequences, and worse 
than uselessness of undergoing cir- 
cumcision, The Apostle’s introduc- 
tion of his own name (comp. 2 Cor. 
x. I, Eph. iii. 1), prefaced by the 
arresting (te (‘ attentionem excitantis 
est,’ Grot.), has been differently ex- 
plained. The most natural view 
seems to be that it was to increase 
conviction (@appotvros Fv ols réyet, 
Chrys., comp. Theod.) and to add to 
the assertion the weight of his Apo- 
stolic dignity; 77s rod mpoowrov 
dtiomiorlas dpxovons dvri wdons dro- 
delEews, Chrys. On the accentua- 
tion of Se, which, according to the 
grammarians, is oxyton in Attic and 
paroxyton in non-Attic Greek, see 
Winer, Gr. § 6. 1, p. 47. 
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ddy wepurenv.] ‘if ye be circumcised,’ 
t.c, ‘if you continue to follow that rite,’ 
the present marking the action as one 
still goingon. On the use of éd» with 
pres. subj., comp. notes on ch. i. 8, 9. 
ot&ty adeadfica] ‘shall profit you 
nothing ;’ the fut., having no ref. 
whatever to the nearness of the Lord’s 
mwapovola (Mey.), but simply marking 
the certain resulé of such a course of 
practice; ‘Christ (as you will find) 
will never profit you anything ;’ see 
Winer, Gr. § 40. 6, p. 250, and 
comp. Schmalf. Synt. § 57, p. 116 sq. 

3. paproipopa 84] ‘yea J bear 
witness,’ ‘testificor autem,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., not ‘enim,’ Beza; further 
and slightly contrasted statement ; 
the 6¢ not being merely connective, 
but as usual, implying a certain 
degree of opposition between the 
clause it introduces and the preceding 
declaration; ‘not only will Christ 
prove no benefit to you, but you will 
in addition becomes debtors to the 
law; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 
362, Hermann, Viger, No. 343. b, 
and for a notice of the similar use of 
‘autem,’ Hand, Tursell. Vol. 1. p. 
562. The verb papripopas, a dls 
Aeyou., in St. Paul’s Epp. (Eph. iv. 
24, comp. Acts xx. 26), is here used 
in the sense of paprupoduat, appy. in- 
volving the idea of a solemn declara- 
tion, as if before witnesses; comp. 
notes on Eph. iv. 24. That there 
is no ellipsis of Oecd» (Hilgenf., 
Bretschn.) appears plainly from Eph, 
l.c., and from the similar usage of the 
word in classical Greek, e.g. Plato, 
Phileb. 47 D, ratra dé rére pev ovx 
é€uaprupdueda, viv 5é Neyduev. Din- 
dorf in Steph. Thes. 8.v. cites Eustathy 
Il, p. 1221, 33, @s al loroplat paprv- 
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povrat. wédwy may refer to 
the preceding verse, or to a previous 
declaration of the same kind made by 
word of mouth. The former is more 
probable, as ravri dvOpwry appears a 
more expanded application of vi, 
ver. 2; ovx tuiy Aéyw pdvov, gyaoly, 
G\AG kal wayrl dvOpwryp mepirepy., 
Chrys.; see Neander, Planting, Vol. 
I, p. 214 note (Bohn). 
wepirevopev] ‘submitting to be cir- 
cumcised,’ ‘ undergoing circumcision,’ 
‘ circumcidente se,’ Vulg., Clarom., or, 
more idiomatically ‘ qué curat se cir- 
cumcidi,’ Beza,—but less accurately, 
as the participle is anarthrous, and 
what is called a tertiary predicate ; 
see Donalds. Crat. § 306, ib. Gr. 
§ 495. The tense reptreuy., not 
wepirunOévre or weptreTunuévy, must 
not be overlooked : it was not the cir- 
cumcised, as such, that had become 
in this strict sense dégeAérae Sdov rdv 
yopoyv motjoa, but he who was de- 
signedly undergoing the rite. “Oop, 
as its position shows, is emphatic ; 
SAnv épetrxvow Thy Serrorelay, Chrys. 
4. katypyfOnre Grd rod Xp.] ‘ Ye 
were done away from Christ,’ ‘ Your 
union with Christ became void,’ scil. 
‘when you entered upon the course 
which now ye are pursuing; further 
and forcible explanation of Xpiords 
tds ovdéy woedjoe (ver. 2), the 
absence of all connecting particles 
serving to give the statement both 
vigour and emphasis. The construc- 
tion is what is called ‘ pregnans’ 
(Rom. vii. 2, 6, see Winer, Gr. § 66. 
2, p. 547); awd, strictly considered, 
not belonging to xarnpy7@nre in the 
sense of 7AevdepwOnTre awd, but to 
some word which can easily be sup- 
ied, e.g. karnpy}Onre xal éxwplobnre 
dzd Xp., ‘nulli estis redditi et a 
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Christo avulsi;’ comp. 2 Cor. xi. 3, 
PbelpecOar awd, and see Fritz. Rom. 
lc. Vol. 11. p. 8. 9. The verb 
xatapyéw is a favourite word with St. 
Paul, being used in his Epp. (the Ep. 
to the Hebrews not being included) 
twenty-five times. In the rest of the 
N.T. it is used only twice, Luke xiii. 
7, Heb. ii. 14, and in the whole LXX. 
only four times, all in Esdras. It is 
rare in ordinary Greek ; see Eurip. 
Pheniss. 753, and Polyb. Frag. Hist. 
69. The roi is omitted by 
Lachm. with BCD!FG; 2 mas. ; 
Theoph.,—but, as being less usual, 
esp. when preceded by a prep., is 
more probably retained, with AD°E 
JK ; nearly all mss.; Chrys., Theod., 
Dam., al. (Tisch.). , éy 
vop@ SuxarotoGe] ‘are being justified 
in the law,’ ‘in lege,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 
éy not being instrumental (Ewald), 
but pointing to the sphere of the 
action; comp. notes on ch. iii. 11. 
The pres. dixatoiede is correctly re- 
ferred by the principal ancient and 
modern commentators to the feelings 
of the subject (ws dtmrodauBdvere, 
Theophyl., ‘ut vobis videtur,’ Fritz. 
Opusc. p. 156); comp. Goth. ‘ga- 
raihtans qibip izvis’ [justos dicitis 
vos]. On this use of the subjective 
present (commonly employed to in- 
dicate certainty, prophetic confidence, 
expectation of speedy issue, &c.), see 
Bernh. Synt. X. 2, p. 371, Schmal- 
feld, Synt. § 54. 2, p. gt. 

Tis xapitos tferéoare] ‘ye fell away 
from grace,’ the aor., as in the first 
clause, referring to the time when 
legal justification was admitted and 
put forward ; see, however, notes to 
Transl. On the meaning of éxrlrreyv 
Twos (‘aliqu& re excidere, scil. ejus 


jacturam facere’) see Winer, de Verb. 
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Comp. Fasc. Il. p. 11, and comp. 
Plato, Rep. vi. 496, éxreceiv dido- 
codlas, Polyb. xu. 14. 7, éxwlrrew 
ToU xKa6jxovros. The Alexandrian 
form of aor. éferécare is noticed and 
illustrated by exx. in Winer, Gr. 
§ 13. 1, p. 68 sq.; comp. Lobeck, 
Phryn. p. 724. 

5. tpets yap] ‘For we,’ proof of 
the preceding assertion by a decla- 
ration e contrario of the attitude of 
hope and expectancy, not of legal 
reliance and self-confidence, which 
was the characteristic of the Apostle 
and of all true Christians. If d¢ had 
been used, the opposition between 
hyets and otrwes (duels) would have 
been more prominent than would 
seem in harmony with the context 
and with the conciliatory character of 
the present address. 

IIvetpart] ‘by the Spirit,’ ‘Spiritu,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., with an implied con- 
trast to the capt which was the active 
principle of all legal righteousness ; 
comp. ch. iii. 3, and notes tn loc. 
The dative is not equivalent to é 
TIvedpare (Copt.), still less to be ex- 
plained as merely adverbial, ‘spiri- 
tually’ (Middl. tn loc.), but, as the 
context suggests, has its definite 
ablatival force and distinct personal 
reference ; our hope flows from faith, 
and that faith is imparted and 
quickened by the Holy Spirit. No 
objection can be urged against this 
interpr. founded on the absence of 
the article, as neither the canon of 
Middleton (Gr. Art. p. 126, ed. Rose), 
nor the similar one suggested by 
Harless (Ephes. ii. 22),—that 7d 
IIvejua is the personal Holy Spirit, 
axvetpua the indwelling influence of the 
Spirit (Rom. viii. 5), can at all be 
considered of universal application ; 


see ver. 16. It is much more natural 
to regard IIvedua, Ilvedpa ayov, and 
IIveiua Geod as proper names, and to 
extend to them the same latitude in 
connexion with the article ; see Fritz. 
Rom. viii. 4, Vol. 11. p. 105. 

ix alorens] ‘from faith,’ as the 
origin and source (comp. notes on ch. 
iii. 22),—in opposition to the é& véup 
of the preceding clause, which prac- 
tically includes the more regular an- 
tithesis é& Epywv. ArlSa 
Stxarvootvns] ‘the hope of righteous- 
ness.. This is one of those many 
passages in the N.T. (see Winer, Gr. 
§ 30. 1, p. 168) in which it is difficult 
to decide whether the genitive is 
subjects or objectt ; the éy did dSvoiv, 
‘spem et justitiam (sternam),’ sug- 
gested by Aquinas, being clearly in- 
admissible. If (a) the gen. be sub- 
Jectt, édwlda dixacoc. must be ‘ipsum 
premium quod speratur, sc. vitam 
seternam’ (Grot.), ‘coronam gloria 
que justificatos manet’ (Beza), Amis 
being used perwrupixds for the thing 
hoped for: if (8) object, then simply 
‘speratam justitiam,’ the hope which 
turns on dcxatoovvn asits object, —fairly 
paraphrased by Aith., ‘we hope we 
may be justified ;’ sim. Tynd., Cran. 
Of these (8) seems clearly most in 
accordance with the context, as this 
turns not so much upon any adjunct 
to dixatocuvn as upon dixatocuvy itself; 
‘Ye,’ says St. Paul, in ver. 4, ‘think 
that ye are already in possession of 
dixatog. (StxatobaGe): we on the con- 
trary hope for tt.’ There is no 
difficulty in dtxasoovvy thus being re- 
presented future. For in the first 
place this view necessarily results 
from the contrast between Judaisin 
and Christianity. The Jew regarded 
dixacoo. as something outward, pre- 
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sent, realizable: the Christian as 
something inward, future, and, save 
‘through faith in Christ, unattainable. 
‘And in the second place, dixatorvvn 
is one of those divine results which, 
as Neander beautifully expresses it, 
‘stretch into eternity:’ it conveys 
-with it and involves the idea of future 
blessedness and glorificatiun ; ods 
-€5txaiwoey rovrous cal édégacev, Rom. 
viii. 30; see Neand. Planting, Vol. 
1. p. 478 note, (Bohn). 

Owlba drecdexbpc8a} ‘tarry for,’ 
‘ patiently watt for.’ This expressive 
compound has two meanings (a) local, 
with reference either to the place from 
which the expectation is directed to 
dts object (‘in quo locatus aliquem 
expectes,’ Fritz.), or, more usually, 
‘the place whence the object is expected 
‘to come (‘unde quid expectaretur,’ 
Winer),—a decided trace of which 
‘meaning may be observed in Phil. iii. 
20: (b) ethical, with ref. to the 
assiduity of the expectation, ‘studiose 
constanter expectare,—the meaning 
in the present case and appy. in all 
the remaining passages in the N.T.; 
comp. Rom. viii. 19, 23, 25, 1 Cor. 
i. 7, Heb. ix. 28, 1 Pet. iii. 20 
(Lachm., Tisch.), and see Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 106, Fritz. Opuse. p. 156, 
Winer, 
14. It may be added that the 
expression éAml5. daexd. is not pleo- 
nastic for éAw. dix. Exouey (Ust., 
comp. Aith.), but, as Fritz. observes, 
forcible and almost poetical (Eur. 
Alcest. 130, éArlda mpocdéxwuan), 
é\wlda being the cognate accus.; 
compare Acts xxiv. 15, éAmléa...fy 
kal atrol odtot wxpocdéxovrat, Tit. ii. 
13, wpocdexduevar Thy waxaplay édxida. 
The whole clause then may be thus 
paraphrased: ‘by the assistance of 


Verb. Comp. Fasc. Iv. p. 


the Holy Spirit we are enabled to 
cherish the hope of being justified, 
and the source out of which that hope 
springs is faith ;) comp. Ust. Lehrb. 
II, I, p. go sq., and for a fuller ex- 
position of the verse, Chillingworth, 
Works, p. 402 sq. (Lond, 1704), Man- 
ton, Serm., Vol. Iv. p. 927 sq. (Lond. 
1698). 7 

6. & yap Xpiore *Ino.] ‘For in 
Christ Jesus ; confirmation of the 
preceding statement that the direxdox} 
was €x rlorews; when there is a union 
with Christ, neither circumcision nor 
uncircumcision avails anything, but 
faith only; it is clear then why we 
entertain the hope of righteousness 
from faith. The solemn formula éy 
Xp. Ino. is not to be explained away, 
as ‘in Christi regno, ecclesia’ 
(Parzus), ‘Christi religione’ (Est.), 
“Christi lege’ (Grot.),—all of which 
fall utterly short of the true meaning, 
—but, as the regular use of év Xp. 
and the addition of ’Incod distinctly 
suggest, conveys the deeper idea of 
‘union, fellowship, and incorpora- 
tion’ in Christ crucified: comp. 
notes on ch. ii. 17. For an elaborate 
but wholly insufficient explanation of 
the vital expression éy Xp., comp. 
Fritz. Rom. viii. 1, Vol. 1. p. 82, 
and contrast with it the deep and 
spiritual illustrations of Bp. Hall, 
Christ Mystical, ch. 2, 3. 
Su dydarns evepyoupévy] ‘ energizing, 
displaying its activity through love,’ 
$Goa delxvvrat, Theoph., ‘ efficax est,’ 
Bull, Andrewes (Serm. v. Vol. 111. 
p- 193); comp. 1 Thess, i. 3, rod 
xérou tis dydans, Polyc. ad Phil. 
§ 3, mlorw...... éxaxodovOovons 
Tis éhxldos mpoayotons ris dydwrns, 
and see especially Ust. Zehrb. 11, 
I. 4, p. 236 sq., and reff. in notes on 
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they shall be punished, for their doctrine is not mine. Yea, I wish they would cease from 


all communion with you. 


1 Thess. l.c. The verb évepyetcOa 
may have two meanings, (a) passive, 


o 9 ” 
‘is made perfect,’ | FX DSc ’ [quee 


perficitur, Schaaf, but see Capell. 
im loc.} Syr., ‘adschueghyal,’ Arm., 
—maintained by the older Romanist 
divines, Bellarm. al. (see Petav. de 
Incarn, vit. 12. 16, Vol. Vv. p. 407), 
as well as several Protestant inter- 
preters, Hammond, al., and even the 
recent editors of Steph. Thesaur. s.v.; 
or (6) active, ‘ts operative,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., Goth., Copt.,—as main- 
tained by nearly all recent commen- 
tators. Of these (a) is perfectly 
lexically tenable (Polyb. Hist. 1. 13, 
5, évepyetrac wédenos), but distinctly 
at variance with the usage of the 
word in the N.T. (see Meyer,'2 Cor. 
i. 6, Bretsch. Lex. s.v.), while (b) 
harmonizes with the prevailing usage, 
and can be correctly distinguished 
from the active ; évepyetv being ‘vim 
exercere,, and commonly applied to 
persons, évepyeicOac ‘ex se (aut 
suam) vim exercere,’ a species of what 
has been called the ‘dynamic’ middle 
(Kriiger, Sprachl. § 52. 8), and com- 
monly applied to things, see Fritz. 
Rom. Vol. 1. p. 17, Winer, Gr. § 38. 
6, p. 231. Although the pass. 
meaning is not now maintained by 
the best critical scholars of the Church 
of Rome, the passage is no less 
strongly claimed as a testimony to 
the truth of the Tridentine doctrine 
(Sess. vI. c. 7) of fides formata ; 
see Windischm. tn loc., and comp. 
Méhler, Symbolik, § 16, p. 131 note, 
$17, p. 137. 

7. erpéxere Kad&s] ‘ Ye were run- 
ning well ;’ forcible and yet natural 
transition from the brief statement 
of the characterizing principle of 


Christian life, once exemplified in the 
Galatians, but now lost sight of and 
perverted; émwawel rdv dpduov Kal 
Opnvet tod Spduov rhvy waidday, Theod. 
tls tpds évécoey] ‘who did hinder 
you ;’ not without some expression of 
surprise, r@s 6 rocolros évexéay Spdpos; 
tls 6 rogobrov loxvaas, Chrys. ; comp. 
ch. iii. 1. The primary meaning of the 
verb éyxémrrew (Hesych. évexorréunv® 
éverodtfounv, Suid. dvaxyairite:’ dva- 
wodlfe’ éyxérre:) appears to be that 
of hindering by breaking up a 
road (eg. Greg. Nazianz. Or. xvi. 
p. 260, A xaxlas éyxorroudvns ducra- 
Gela t&v wovnpav, 7H dperhs ddorotov- 
uévyns evrabelg ray BedXridvwy ; comp. 
‘intercidere,’ e.g. Ces. Bell. Gall. 11. 
9, pontem, &c.); while that of dva- 
kérrew (Rec.) is rather that of hin- 
drance with the further idea of 
thrusting back ; comp. Hom. Odyss. 
XXI. 47, Oupéwy dvéxorrey dyfas. 
The reading of Rec. (dvéxopev) is, 
however, opposed to all the uncial 
MSS., and appy. to nearly all mas. 
and Ff., and neither on internal (opp. 
to Bloomf.) nor external grounds has 
any claim on attention. The accus. 
is similarly found with éyxérrew, Acts 
xxiv. 4, I Thess. ii. 18; see also 
Themist. Or. xiv. p. 181 ©. 

TY GAnO.p el(Oer Gar] ‘ that ye should 
not obey the truth,’ infin. expressive 
of the result or effect, with some trace 
of the purpose or end contemplated, 
this being one of those forms of the 
‘consecutive’ sentence, which may be 
regarded as partly objective and as 
partly jinal ; see Donalds. Gr. § 602. 
The popular explanation that u} with 
the infin., after certain negative and 
prohibitive verbs, is pleonastic (Mey. 
comp. Herm. Viger, No. 271), is now 
justly called in question (see esp. 
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Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 668), the 
true explanation being that the x7 is 
prefixed to the infinitive, whether in 
its more simply objective form (Do- 
nalds. Gr. § 584 8q.), or its more lax 
and general ref. to result (Bernh., 
Synt. 1x. 6. b, p. 364, Madvig, Synt. 
§ 156. 4), to indicate the further idea 
of some latent purpose involved in the 
action which specially contemplated or 
tended to the effect expressed by the 
infinitive ; see esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 
181. 2, p. 359, and for an illustrative 
example comp. Aristoph. Pax, 315, 
éuroday tui yéenrae riv Oedv LH 
éfedxtoas; see Madvig, Synt. §. 210. 
The elliptical mode of explanation 
adopted by Gayler (de Partic. Neg. 
p- 359) in the parallel expressions 
dpvoduat wh Spaicat, sc. ‘nego, et dico 
me non fecisse’ is appy. doubtful in 
principle, and certainly is not here 
applicable. Lachm. omits the 
article before 470. but only with AB, 
and appy. a few mas. 

8.  weopovh] ‘the persuasion,’ 
‘guasio,’ Clarom., scil. ‘servandi 
legalia,’ Lyra; the subst. being re- 
garded as active, and the article (not 
‘this pers.’ Arm., Auth.,—a most 
doubtful usage in the N.T., see Winer, 
Gr. § 18.1, p. 97 8q.) marking the par- 
ticular (counter-)persuading of the 
false teachers implied in the ris buds 
évéxoyev. Owing to the apparent pa- 
ronomasia, and the nature of the ter- 
mination (comp. Donalds. Cratyl. § 
255), the meaning of rewporh is 
slightly doubtful. As the similar form 
wAnopovh means both satietas (the 
state) and expletio (the act), Col. 
ii. 23, Plato, Symp. 186 ©, wi. Kal 
Kévwols,—80 Weicuovy) May mean (a) 
the state of being persuaded, t.e. ‘ con- 
viction’ (Qeod 7d kane 7d 5¢ welOecOat 
Tay \raxovdyrwy, Theod.), or (6) the act 
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of persuading ‘ persuadendi sollertia,’ 
Schott. ; comp. Chrys. on 1 Thess. i. 
4, 00 recpovh dvOpwrlyy ... Rv % ... 
welOovca. Of these (a) has here the 
support of the Greek expositors (7d 
reco Ojvat Tots Néyouow, Cicum., comp. 
Chrys., Theoph.), and certainly on that 
account deserves consideration; (bd) 
however, is to be preferred, as lexi- 
cally defensible (see below), as in har- 
mony with the active ro xadodvros ; 
 weiop. pointing to a gracious act 
in which the human will is regarded 
more as subjected to the divine in- 
fluence (John vi. 44), rod cad. to one 
in which it is regarded more as free ; 
comp. Mey. én loc. In three out of 
the four instances cited by Wetst. from 
Eustath. (ad. Jl. a, p. 21. 46; 99. 45, 
Il. t, p. 637. 5), the prevailing mean- 
ing appears to be ‘ pervicacia ;’? butin 
Justin Mart. Apol. 1, 53, adrapxets els 
reopoviy, Epiphan. Heres. xxx. 21, 
els weiopovhy THs éavTGv wrnpogoplas, 
Apollon. de Synt. p. 195. 10, rh» é& 
d\AHAWY awpds dAAHAOUS recoporjy, the 
active meaning is sufficiently distinct. 
Ignat. Rom. 3, is commonly adduced, 
but here Cod. Colb. reads oiwmjjs. 

otx dx rot Kadotvros] ‘is not from 
him who calleth you,’ i.e. does not 
emanate, does not result from, see 
note, ch. ii. 16 ; not an answer to the 
preceding question, which is rather an 
expression of surprise than a mere in- 
terrogation,—but a warning declara- 
tion. The 6 xaddv is obviously not 
St. Paul (Locke), nor even Christ 
(Theoph.), but as usual, God ; the act 
of calling in St. Paul’s Epp. (e.g. 
Rom. ix. 11, 24; 1 Cor. i. 9, vii. 15, 
al.) being regularly ascribed to the 
Father ; see notes and reff. on ch. 1. 
6. The tense of the participle need 
not be pressed either as a definite pres. 
(‘non desinit etiam nunc vocare,’ 
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Beza), or, still less probably as an 
imperf. (‘qui vos vocabat,’ Beng.),— 
6 xah@», as Chrys. appears to have 
felt (ovx éxddNecey duis 6 Kaddv), 
being only the common substantival 
participle ; see the numerous exx. col- 
lected by Winer, Gr. § 45. 7, p. 316, 
comp. Bernhardy, Syné. VI. 23, p. 318, 
Madvig, Syntax, § 180. b., and notes 
ont Thess. v. 24. 

Q. prxpa [oun 1. 7.A. ] ‘a little leaven 
leaveneth the whole lump,’ prover- 
bially expressed warning (comp. I 
Cor. v. 7), forming a sort of anti- 
thetical continuation of what has 
preceded. It is somewhat doubtful 
whether {¥u7 is to be considered as (a) 
having an abstract reference to the 
false teaching (7d piapdy roiro Kaxédp, 
Chrys.; comp. Theoph.), or as (bd) 
pointing in the concrete (‘hi pauci,’ 
Pareus ; comp. Aug., Jerome) to those 
who disseminated it ; see Clem. Hom. 
viit. 17 (cited by Hilgenf.), where the 
race of men living before the flood are 
characterized as a xaxh (Jun. On the 
one hand, (a) yields a pertinent sense, 
and is appy. confirmed by Matth. 
xvi. r1,, and by 1 Cor. l.c. (where ver. 
8 seems distinctly to show that fvun 
does not mean the individual so much 
as his sin): on the other, the active 
meaning assigned to meiouovy}, and 
still more the seeming quantitative 
limitation hinted at in the use of the 
individualizing singular in ver. 10 
(comp. Beng. ) appears to preponderate 
in favour of (6). We adopt therefore 
the concrete reference, and necessarily 
continue it to the following dupaua ; 
‘vel pauci homines perperam docentes 
possent omnem [totum] caetum corrum- 
pere,’ Winer in loc. 

10. éy@] ‘2 for my part; em- 


phatic, and not without a reassuring 
contrast. The insertion of 5é¢ (C'FG ; 
a few mss.; Demid., Aug., Syr.-Phil., 
al.] is due to the desire to make this 
contrast still more apparent. 

alg dpas] ‘with regard to you,’ this 
more lax use of els is noticed by Winer, 
Gr. $ 53, p. 473, and Bernh. Synt. v. 
II. 3, p. 220. The addition of 
the words év Kuplw (sc. ’Inaod, Rom. 
xiv. I4, comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 15, p. 
113) serves to designate the ground 
of the hope, and to show that it was 
not an earthly and doubtful, but a 
heavenly (Phil. ii. 24) and certain 
assurance which St. Paul entertained ; 
comp. 2 Thess. iii. 4, rewoi0apev 52 ev 
Kuply é¢’ twas, where ért is used in a 
sense little different from the present 
els, to denote the objects about whom 
the hope was felt, év Kup. the nature 
of that hope; see notes on 2 Thess. l.c., 
where distinctions are drawn between 
the ethical uses of els, él, and mpés. 
otSty dAdo] ‘nothing else,’—than 
what? LEither spectally,—than the 
subject and purport of the words 
immediately preceding ; or generally, 
—than the doctrines which St. Paul 
had propounded. The latter accords 
best with the future ¢povicere, which 
seems more naturally used in refe- 
rence to the general issue (8re d:0p0u- 
geoGe, Chrys.), than merely to the 
time when the words would be read. 
Alf. refers to Phil. iii. 15 (comp. 
Usteri, ‘no novel sentiments’), but 
there the word is érépws; see notes 
tn loc. 6 8t tapdcowy] 
‘but he that disturbeth you :’ contrast, 
not with the preceding éyw (Riick.), 
but generally with the expression of 
confidence which has just preceded ; 
6 tapdoc. not being used on the one 
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hand, for of rapdocovres (Brown), nor 
on the other, in ref. to some one parti- 
cular false teacher (Olsh.; contrast 
Davids. Introd. Vol. 11. p. 315), but, 
in accordance with the exact selective 
and definitive force of the article, to 
the one who, for the time being, comes 
under observation. Ol! rapdocovres 
buds (ch. i. 7) are the class generally, 
6 rapdoowy is the individual of the 
class who may happen to call forth the 
Apostle’s censure ; érijpe Tov Aoyor, 
Chrys.; comp. Madvig, Synt. § 14. 
Baorrdce rd xptpa] ‘shall bear (‘ut 
grave onus,’ Beng.), the judgment (he 
deserves) ; xpiua not being equiva- 
lent to xardxpiuwa, nor used as cause 
for effect, sc. ‘punishment’ (Schott, 
Olsh.), but retaining its proper mean- 
ing both here and Rom. ii. 3, al. 
and with app. ref. to the judgment 
which he will receive from God ; Sixas 
édelrovor ty Oeg, Theod. The idea 
of ‘punishment,’ or ‘condemnation,’ 
is conveyed by, and to be deduced 
from the context ; see Fritz. Rom. l.c., 
Vol. I. p. 94. Soris av 7] 
“whoever he may be; not with any 
reference to the dignity of the momen- 

tarily-selected individual (xd» peyddot 
twes Sox@cr xal déiértorot, Theoph.), 

but simply with the usual inclusive refe- 
rence ofthe formula; comp. Acts iii. 23. 

11, éyo 8& GBSeaAdol] ‘But J, 

brethren,’—with abrupt reference to 
what might have been said of himself. 

The connexion between this and the 
preceding verse is not perfectly clear. 

The use of the expression 6 rapdoowy 
appears to have suggested the remem- 
brance that he himself was open to the 
charge of being a subverter, inasmuch 
as he had circumcised Timothy. The 
replication is final and decisive ; 
‘But if it be a fact that I really do 
still preach circumcision, what further 


ground is there for persecuting me ?’ 
t.e. ‘the very fact of my persecution 
is & proof that I am not a preacher of 
circumcision ;’ see esp. Theoph. in 
loc. el wepit. Ere Knpiooe | 
‘if I preach circumcision,’ ‘if, as is 
assumed to be a matter of fact (comp. 
notes on ch. i. 9), circumcision is still 
what I preach ;’ the emphasis resting 
not on Kxnpicow (rovréorw ovx otrw 
KeXevw miorevew . . weptérepov wey yap 
[row Tiud@cov], ovx éxhputa 52 wepe- 
roujv, Chrys.) but on the prominently 
placed weptrouyy. The ér: does not 
suggest any contrasted reference to 
the period before the coming of Christ 
(¢ still—as in the ante- Christian times, ’ 
Olsh.),-—-a reference which would here 
be very pointless, nor again to any 
special change in the Apostle’s teach- 
ing since he had become a Christian, 
—for which there is not the slightest 
grounds, but simply to the period prior 
to his conversion, ‘stil, in contrast to 
my former Judaism ;’ comp. Wieseler, 
Chronol. p. 206, note. The Apostle 
might not have ‘preached’ circum- 
cision before his conversion, but he 
strenuously advocated (repiocorépws 
fprwrhs tardpxwy Tay warpikOv pou 
mwapaddcewr, ch. i. 14) all the princi- 
ples of Judaism; comp. Neander, 
Planting, p. 304, note. The present 
tense is probably used, as Schott 
observes, from his having the present 
accusation of his adversaries in his 
mind. vl Er. StdKopar] ‘why am 
I still persecuted,’ almost ‘why am 
I to be, &e.;’ this second ére being, 
as De Wette observes, logical; see 
Rom. iii. 7, rf Eri xdyw ws dpaprwdds 
kplvouat, ‘what further ground is 
there for,’ &c., Rom. ix. 19, al. 

&pa] ‘then after all, ‘ergo,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. (see Hand, Tursell. Vol. 11. 
p. 450 8q.); inference from what has 
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preceded, not perhaps here without 
some tinge of ironical reference to a 
conclusion that could not have been 
expected. The fundamental idea of 
dpa is ‘distance or progression (to 
another step in the argument)’; from 
which the derivative meaning—that 
at the advanced point at which we 
have arrived, our present view is diffe- 
rent to our antecedent one, can easily 
be deduced ;’ see esp. Donalds. Crat. 
§ 192. That this, however, is the 
normal and primary idea of the par- 
ticle (see Hartung, Partik. dpa, 1. 3, 
Vol. 1. p. 422) cannot now be main- 
tained ; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p. 160 sq., where the whole question 
is discussed at great length. Accord- 
ing to this writer, dpa involves ‘ signi- 
ficationem levioris cujusdam ratioci- 
nationis, que indicat rebus ita compa- 
ratis, aliquid ita aut esse aut fieri,’ 
in Devar. p. 167. The 
interrogatury form (dpa), as adopted 
by Syr., Ust., al., seems here less for- 
cible and appropriate. 

v> oxdvbadoy tod oravpod] ‘the 
offence of the cross,’ ‘ offendiculum 
crucis,’ Beza ; the offence which the 
Jews took at Christianity, because 
faith in a crucified Saviour,—faith 
without legal observances, was alone 
offered as the means of salvation ; ovdé 
yap olrws 6 craupds hv oxavdaNrlfwr 
rovs Iovdalous ws rd ph Seiv welPecOar 
Tois warpwos vduos, Chrys.; comp. 
1 Cor. i. 18, &c, see Brown, Galat. 
p. 278, Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 2. 1, p. 253, 
Zxdvdadov, though occurring (quota- 
tions included) 15 times in the N.T., 
and 25 times in the LXX and Apo- 
crypha, is scarcely ever found ‘apud 
profanos.’ ZkavdddnOpor (7d énord- 
pevoy Tais pudypats, Poll. Onomast. 
X. 34), occasionally occurs; ¢.g.in a 


metaphorical sense, Aristoph. Acharn. 
687. 

12. 8Sedov] ‘J would that; indig- 
nant wish called forth by the last 
deductiun, and by the thought of the 
antagonism of circumcision to the cross 
of Christ ; see Ewald in loc., and comp. 
ch. ii. 21. This word is used purely as a 
particle, both in the N.T. (see 1 Cor. 
iv. 8, 2 Cor. xi. 1), and in the LXX, 
e.g. Exod. xvi. 3, Numb. xiv. 2, xx. 
3, Psalm cxviii. 5; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 41. 5. 2, p. 270, Sturz, de Dialect. 
Maced. 8. v. § 12. Its construction, 
therefore, here with a future, though 
unusual and (appy. according to 
Lucian, Solec. 1) soloecistic, need not 
have caused Bengel to alter the punc- 
tuation (7d oxdvdadov roi ocravpoi° 
bdedov.), and to connect Sedov as a 
kind of exclamation (‘ velim ita sit !’) 
with what precedes, On the similar 
use of Gdedov and Mdede in later 
writers, compare Matth. Gr. § 513. 
obs. 3, and on the correct and classical 
use (‘ddeAoy non nisi tum adhiberi, 
quum quis optat, ut fuerit aliquid, vel 
sit, vel futurum sit, quod non fuit, 
aut est, aut futurum est’), see Herm. 
Viger, No. 190. kal 
G&wroxdWovrat] ‘they would even cut 
themselves off (from you.) The exact 
meaning of these words has been 
much discussed. The usual passive 
translation (‘abscindantur,’ Vulg., 
Goth., appy. Syr. [Schaaf], th.- 
Platt, Arm.), cannot be defended, as 
the N. T. furnishes no certain instance 
of a similar enallage. The most 
plausible is 1 Cor. x. 2, xal wdyres 
éBarticavro, but even here the middle 
voice (sc. ‘baptismum susceperunt,’ 
Beng.) may be correctly maintained ; 
see Winer, Gr. § 38.4, p. 228, and 
exx. in Jelf, Gr.§ 364. 4. a We 
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have thus only two possible transla- 
tions, (a), ‘I would that they would 
even cut themselves off (plane disce- 
dant) from communion with you,’ 
Bretachn.; or (8) ‘I would that they 
would (not only circumcise, but) even 
castrate themselves ? uh weptreuvéo- 
Owoay jpdvov, ad\\d Kal dwoxorréc- 
O@woay, Chrys., dwoxérous éavrovs 
érolnoay, CEcum.: see exx. in Wetst. 
an loc. This latter reference to 
bodily mutilation is adopted by the 
principal patristic expositors, as well 
as by most modern writers; and 
it must be admitted that thus not 
only xat is more readily explained, and 
the expression of the wish (¢e)or) 
more easily accounted for, but that 
there is also a species of parallelism in 
the use of xararouyy, Phil. iii. 2. 
Still as there seems no certain trace 
of this corporeal reference in any of 
the ancient Vv.,—as in some (A¢th.- 
Platt, and perhaps Arm.) the reference 
seems plainly ethical,—as there is a 
seeming contrast in the xadew éml of 
the confirmatory clause which follows, 
and as this seems alone suited to the 
earnest gravity with which St. Paul 
is here addressing his converts, we 
adopt somewhat unhesitatingly the 
former interpretation. The 
Apostle’s deep insight into the exact 
spiritual state of the Galatians, and 
the true affection that throughout the 
Epistle tempers even his necessary 
severity, leads him here to express as 
a wish, what he might have (as in 1 
Cor. v. 11) urged as a command: comp. 
Waterl., Works, Vol. 11. p. 458. 

ol dvacrat. dpas] ‘they who are un- 
settling you,’ Hamm., sc. ‘your sub- 
verters ;’ the participle with its case 
becoming by means of the article a 
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kind of substantive ; see notes and 
reff. on ch. i. 23. The verb dvacra- 
roo» (Hesych. dvarpérev) occurs three 
times in the N.T. (Acts xvii. 6, xxi. 
38) as an equivalent of the more 
usual dvydorarov roe, but is of rare 
occurrence (Wetst. on Acts xvii. 6), 
and is said to belong to that sume- 
what numerous class of words (Tittm. 
Synon. p. 266) which are referred to 
the Macedonian dialect; see Sturz, 
de Dial. Maced. § 9, p. 146. It has 
a stronger meaning than rapdocw, 
and is admirably paraphrased by 
Chrys., dd rijs dvw ‘Iepovoadty xal 
THs édevOdpas éxBardvres, Brafduevor Se 
xabdwep alxpadwrovs Kal peraydoras 
ward Gat. 

13. tpets yap] ‘For ye; com- 
mencement of a new paragraph, and 
according to Olsh., De W., al., of a 
new portion (the hortatory) of the 
Epistle ; évraiéa Nowwdv Soxet pew els 
Tov hOcxdv éuBalvew dédyor, Chrys. 
St. Paul knew so well the human 
heart, its tendencies and temptations, 
and saw so clearly how his own doc- 
trine of Christian liberty might be 
perverted and adulterated, that he at 
once hastens, with more than usual 
earnestness, to trace out the inefface- 
able distinctions between true spiritual 
freedom, and a carnal and antinomian 
licence. There is, however, no marked 
or abrupt division, but one portion of 
the epistle passes insensibly into the 
other. yap is thus not illative 
(Turner), nor a mere particle of tran- 
sition (Brown), but stands in imme- 
diate connexion with the preceding 
words, which it serves to confirm and 
justify ; ‘and I may well wish that 
they would cut themselves off from 
your communion, for ye were called 
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to a state with which they have 
nothing incommon.’ The reading dé, 
found in FG ; 80; Chrys., Aug., al., 
seems a very palpable correction. 

dw’ Aev0epla] ‘for freedom,’ ém 
here denoting the purpose or object 
for which they were called; comp. 
1 Thess. iv. 7, ob yap éxddXecev vas 
6 Oeds éwl dxadapolg, where see notes 
in loc. Further exx. will be found in 
Winer, Gr. § 48. c, p. 351, and in 
Rost u. Palm, Zex. s.v. 11. 2. f, Vol. 
I. p. 1040. pr) Thy 
UevOeplav] ‘make not your liberty ,’ 
scil. woetre, rpérere [not, however, 
used inN.T.], dre (FG; Boern., al.), 
or some similar verb. Instances of 
this very intelligible and idiomatic 
omission of the verb after “4 are cited 
by Hartung, Partik. 4}, 6. b. 4, Vol. 
Il, p. 153, Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 
669, Winer, Gr. § 66. 1. 5, p. 663: 
comp. Hor. Epist. 1. 5. 12, ‘Quo mihi 
fortunas, si non conceditur uti.’ 
Such ellipses must of course be com- 
mon in every cultivated language. 
Sua ths dydrys] ‘by the love ye 
evince,’ ‘by your love ;’ not ‘in your 
love’ (Peile), with any reference to 
state or condition (comp. Rom. iv. 
11, 6c dxpoBvortias, vill. 25, 5: vwo- 
povijs, al.; Winer, G7. § 47. i, p. 
339), but simply ‘per caritatem,’ 
Vulg., Armen. [instrumental case], 
Copt.; love was to be the means by 
which their reciprocal dovAela was to 
be shown. The reading 77 dydary 
rod IIvetuaros, found in DEFG ; 31 ; 
Clarom., Goth., Copt. [Wilk., but not 
Bottich.]; Bas., al., is an addition 
suggested by the preceding capxés. 
SovAevere] ‘be tn bondage,’ ‘servite,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; in antithesis to the 
preceding éNevOeplay: ovx elxev dya- 
ware dAAANouS, AwAGs, GAAG SovActere, 
Thy éxcrerapévny Sndav gidAlay, Chrys. 
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14. 6 yap wag vopos] ‘For the 
whole law ; confirmation from Scrip- 
ture of the command immediately 
preceding, dia rijs dydrns «7A. A 
few instances of this order occur in 
the N.T.; see Middl. Greek Art. ch. 
VII. p. 104, note, where Rose cites 
Acts xx. 18, 1 Tim. i. 16 (sing.), 
Acts xix. 7 (plural); add xxvii. 37. 
dv évl Ady~] ‘in one word,’ scil. in 
one declaration or commandment : 
comp. Rom. xiii. 9. 
metAhporat] ‘hath been (and is) ful- 
filled.’ This reading is supported no 
less by external evidence [ABC; 6 
mss.; Marc. in Epiph., Damasc. (2), 
Aug.] than by internal probability. 
While wAnpotras (Rec.) would imply 
that the process of fulfilment was still 
going on, the perfect wem\jpwrac 
suitably points to the completed and 
permanent act; comp. Rom. xiii. 8, 
6 d-yarGy Tov Erepov vouov TexAhpwKer, 
—a meaning of the perf. which 
Marcion (according to Tertull. adv. 
Marc. Vv. 4) appears, either ignorantly 
or wilfully, to have misunderstood, 
‘adimpieta est, quasi jam non adim- 
plenda.’ It may be observed 
that there is no discrepancy between 
this passage and Matth. xxii. 38, 
Mark xii. 29; for, as Meyer observes, 
St. Paul here takes a lofty spiritual 
eminence, from which, as it were, he 
sees all other commands so subor- 
dinated to the law of love, that he 
cannot consider the man who has 
fulfilled this in any other light than 
as having fulfilled the whole law: 
comp. Usteri, Lehkrb. 1. 1. 4, p. 242, 
Reuss, Théol. Chrét. 1v. 19, Vol. 1. 
p. 2048q. The explanation of Vor- 
stius and others, rAnpoticGat = dvaxe- 
garaoicbar, Rom. xiii. 9, bere falls 
far short of the full spiritual meaning 
of the passage, and also is at variance 
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9 “A 
avaAwOnre. 
Dae se a ee 16 Aéyw dé, Tvevuart TepiTaTeirEe Kat 
fruits no law condemns; and not according to the flesh, the works of which exclude from the 
kingdom of God, 

14. ceaurév] Tisch. (ed. 2) here adopts the more difficult, though not wholly 
unusual reading éaurdv (see Winer, Gr. § 22. 5) too much in defiance of external 
authority. Zeavrdy is supported by ABCDEK ; very many mss.; Marc. ap. 
Epiph., Theodoret, Dam. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Tisch. ed. 1, Lachm.). ‘Eavrédv 
appears only in FGJ ; appy. the majority of mss.; Theophyl., Gicum. (Mey., 


Tisch.). 


Usteri very plausibly suggests the falling away of one of the con- 


tiguous sigmas in the course of transcription. 


with the regular meaning of wAnp. in 
the N.T.; see Matth. iii. 15, Rom. 
viii. 4, xiii. 8. Col. iv. 17. 
dyamhoes] ‘Thou shalt love.’ The 
use of the imperatival future appears 
in the N.T. under three forms ; (a) asa 
mild imperative, in simple prohibition ; 
comp. Matth. vi. 5, ovx fon ws ol 
vroxpiral ; (6) as a strong imperative, 
including prohibition and reproof ; 
comp. Acts xiii. 10, od maton dia- 
orpépuy tras ddovs Kuplov; (c) as a 
legislative imperative,— both nega- 
tively (Matth. v. 21, Rom. vii. 7, 
al.), and positively, as here, and Rom. 
xili.g. The two former usages (which 
in fact may be considered as one, 
varied only by the tone of the speaker) 
are common in classical Greek, see 
Jelf, Gr. § 413. 1, 2, Bernh. Synt. 
xX. 5, p. 378: the latter seems dis- 
tinctly Hebraistic; comp. Gayler, 
Part. Neg. 11. 3. 3, p. 75, Winer, Gr. 
§ 43. 5, p. 282. The uses of the 
future in the LXX appear to be very 
varied, and serve to express, nega- 
tively, quod non convenit (Gen. xx. 
9), quod non potest (Gen. xxxii. 12: 
comp. Matth. iv. 4, al.), and positively, 
quod licet (Numb. xxxii. 24), quod 
solet (Deut. ii. 11). These are almost 
purely Hebraistic : see esp. Thiersch, 
de Pentat. 11. § 11 sq. 

15 Sdxvere nal xarerOlere] ‘bite 


and devour,’ ovx etre, Sdxvere, pdvov, 
Sirep éorl Oupoupévov, ddAd Kal, KaTeo- 
Olere, Sep dorly éupevorros TZ rovnpla. 
6 pev yap Sdxvew dpyfs érAjpwoe 
wdOos’ 6 5é karecOlwy Onpwilas éoxd- 
Tyns wapécxev dwxddecéw, Chrys. In- 
stances of a similar use of ddxvere are 
cited by Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 287, 
Wetst. in loc. dvadw0fre] 
‘ be consumed,’ ‘ consumamini,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.: continuation of the meta- 
phor, there being appy. a species of 
climax in the three verbs dd«vere, 
kareoQiere, and dvadw6fre. The 
meaning is sufficently explained by 
Chrys., 4 yap didoracis cal h udyy 
P0oporoidy kal dvadwrixdy Kal rdv 
Sexondvwy avrhy, kat eloaydbyrwv. 

16. A€yw 84] ‘Now I say.’ The 
Apostle now reverts to the first por- 
tion of the command in ver. 13, wy 
Thy EdevOeplay els dpopuhy TH capxl, 
IIvetpari] ‘by the Spirit ;’ not exactly 
‘in (khen) the Spirit,’ Copt., still less 
‘ Spiritui vitam consecrate’ (dat. com- 
modi; Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p. 225), 
but simply ‘ Spiritu,* Vulg., Clarom., 
—the dative being here what is called 
the dat. norme, and indicating the 
metaphorical path, manner, or rule of 
the action; comp. ch. vi. 16, Acts 
xv. 1, Phil. iii. 16, and see Hartung, 
Casus, p. 79, Winer, Gr. § 31. 6. b, 
p- 193, Bernh. Synt. 11. 14, p. 102, 
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17. Taira ydp] So Lachm. and Tisch. (ed. 1), with BD'EFG ; 17; Vulg., 
Clarom., Copt., Arm.; Latin Ff. (Mey., Adf., Bagge),—and appy. correctly, 
as 6¢, though strongly supported, viz., by ACD8JK ; nearly all mss.; Syr. 
(both), Auth. (both); Chrys., Theodoret, Dam., al. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz) 
is much more likely to have been a change from ydp (to avoid the seeming 
awkwardness of arepetition of the particle) than vicé vers&. There is also 
some weight in the internal evidence; the repetition of yap being so well- 


known a characteristic of the Apostle’s style. 


and exx. collected by Fritz. Rom. xiii. 
13, Vol. 11. p. 142. It is necessary 
to observe that [Ivevuar: is not ‘after 
a heavenly or spiritual manner,’ Peile 
(xara Tas rvevsarixas évro\ds, Schol. 
ap Matth.),—a very insufficient para. 
phrase, nor even, ‘in accordance 
with indwelling grace’ (rveijpua 3¢ Thy 
évoixovcay xdpw, airy yap émri ra 
Kpelrrw wodnyel thy Wuxi, Theod.), 
as all such glosses tend to obscure the 
true nature of the contrast between 
TIveiua and odpt. Whenever these 
two words stand thus opposed it has 
been satisfactorily shown by Miiller 
(On Sin, Vol. 1. p. 354 8q., Clark,) 
that the IIveiua is not either the 
spiritual part of man (das Geistige), 
or the human spirit, if even always 
strengthened by the Holy Spirit,— 
the ‘divinized spiritual’ (das Geistliche ; 
comp. Reuss, Théol. Chrét. Vol. 11. 
p- 54), but the Holy Spirit itself, in 
so far as it is conceived the governing 
principle in man, the active and 
animating principle of Christian life, 
the IIvetua ris fwis ev Xp. ’Ine. 
Rom. viii. 2, the Iv. Npiorod, Iv. 
Oeod, 7b. ver. g: see also Neander, 
Planting, Vol. 1. p. 467 (Bohn), and 
esp. Hofmann, Schriftb. Vol. 1. p. 
254 By. On the omission of the 
article, see notes on ver. 5, and on the 
meaning of weptrareity as implying 
life in its regular and_ practical 
manifestations, see notes on Phil. iii. 
12, and ont Thess. iv. 12. 


druplay capkés] ‘the desire of the 


flesh ;? scil. all the motions and 
desires of the merely natural man, all 
that tends to earth and earthliness. 
The meaning of odpé in this impor- 
tant and deeply suggestive passage 
deserves the reader’s careful conside- 
ration. The context seems clearly to 
show that here, as in many other pas- 
sages in the N. T., cdpt is not merely 
the carnal as opposed to the spiritual, 
—the purely sensational part of man, 
but comprehends in a more general 
notion the whole ‘life and movement 
of man in the world of sense’ (Miiller), 
or perhaps, to speak a little more pre- 
cisely, the ‘whole principle and realm 
of earthliness and earthly relations’. 
(odpxa évraida rov Noyiopov Kael Tov 
yewdn, Chrys.); selfishness, as Miiller 
has well observed, ever appearing in 
the background. The transition from 
this to the more definitely ethical 
notions of weakness, sin, and sen- 
sationalism, which Miiller has too 
much lost sight of (see notes on Col. 
ii. 11), is thus easy and natural; see. 
esp. the good article of Tholuck, Stud. 
u. Krit. for 1855, p. 485—488, 
Miller, On Sin, Vol. 1, p. 350 8q. 
(Clark), and comp. Beck, Seelent. 11. 18, 
p- 53, Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychol. v. 6, 
P- 325 sq. od pi reAdonre) 
‘ye shall not accomplish ;’ ‘non per- 
ficietis,’ Vulg., Clarom.; comp. Matth. 
xX. 23, ov ph redéonre ras wddets. 
This clause may be translated either 
(a) tmperatively; xat being the simple 
copula joining two imperatival clauses, 
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the first expressed affirmatively, the 
second negatively (Copt., Arm., AXth., 
and more recently Hamm., Mey., 
al.), or (b) as a future, in which case 
kal will be consecutive, and nearly 
equiv. to ‘ita fiet ut ;’ comp. notes on 
Phil. iv. 12. Of these (a) is per- 
fectly admissible on grammatical 
grounds; for the general principle 
—that ov uh with the 2nd pers. fut. 
is prohibitive, and that, with the other 
persons of the future and all persons 
of thesubj., it enounces a negation, 
and not a prohibition (Hermann on 
Elmsl. Med. 1120, p. 391)—includes so 
many scarcely doubtful exceptions 
‘even in classical Greek (see exx. in 
Gayler, Partic. Neg. p. 435), that it 
may be sometimes doubted whether 
the first negative both in o} wh and 
ph of may not really be ‘ oratorium 
magis quam logicum’ (Gayler). Be 
this as it may, it seems certain that 
in later Greek and esp. in the LXX, 
this use of od uh in nearly all com- 
binations, but esp. with subj., is so 
very abundant (see exx. in Gayler, p. 
440), that no grammatical objections 
(opp. to Bloomf.) can be urged against 
the prohibitive usage. As, however, 
there is no distinct instance of such a 
construction in the N.T., and still 
more as the next verses seem more 
naturally to supply the reasons for 
the assertion than for the command, 
it seems best with Vulg., Clarom., 
Syr., and appy. Goth. (see De Gabel. 
Gr. Goth. § 182. 1. b. 3) to adopt the 
Suture translation. On the use of the 
subj. aor. ‘for the future in negative 
enunciations, see notes and reff. on 
ch. iv. 30; and on the subject of the 
verse as limited to religious conten- 
tions, see 2 sermons by Howe, Works, 
Vol. Ill. p. 123 sq. (ed. Hewlett), 


17. h yap odp€ «.7.A.] ‘for the 
flesh lusteth against the Spirit ; reason 
for the foregoing declaration that 
walking after the Spirit will preclude 
the fulfilling the lusts of the flesh ; 
‘merito hoc addit cum in uno et 
eodem homine regenerato sit caro et 
Spiritus: cujus certamen copiosissime 
explicatur, Rom. vi. [15—20],’ Beza. 
In the following words the order 
dvrix. ddAjAos [Rec. with JK ; mss.; 
Ff.] is rightly reversed with greatly 
preponderating authority. 
tva pf] ‘to the end that ye may not ;” 
not ‘so that ye cannot do,” Auth. 
(ovx éwt alrlas elwev, AAN ws axé- 
AovOov xara 7d olketoy ldlwua, Theod.), 
but with the usual and proper (telic) 
force of tva, ‘ ut non queecunque vultis 
illa (ista, Cl.) faciatis,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
comp. Goth., Aith.: the object and 
end of the 7d dyrixeicOa: on the part 
of each Principle is to prevent man 
doing what the other Principle would 
lead him to; ‘7d IIvedua impedit vos, 
quo minus perficiatis 7a rijs capKés, 
contra 7 odpt adversatur vobis ubi 
Ta, rod Ilvedpuaros peragere studetis,’ 
Winer ; see Fritz. Excurs. in Matth. 
p. 838, Baur, Paulus, p. 533 8q., 
and comp. the very good remarks of 
Hammond, Serm. vil. Part I. p. 123 
(Angl. Cath. Libr.), where, although 
he quotes the eventual (ecbatic) sense 
of tva in translation he almost appears 
to adopt the final sense in his remarks 
and deductions. On the use of tva in 
the N.T., see notes on Eph. i. 17, 
Fritz. Excurs. l.c., and Winer, Gr. § 
53. 6, p. 406, and for a notice and 
example of its secondary-telic, or sub- 
final use, notes on 3 Thess. v. 4. 
Neither this derivative sense, how- 
ever, nor any assumed eventual force 
(opp. to Ust. and De W.) is here to 
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be ascribed to the particle, both being 
appy. inconsistent with the probable 
meaning of 6é\nTe ; see next note. 

& av O&nre] ‘whatsoever ye may 
wish.’ This latter clause will admit 
of three different explanations, accord- 
ing as 0é\nre is referred to (a) the 
carnal will ; John viii. 44, 1 Tim. v. 
rr; (b) the moral or better will, or 
(c) the free-will in its ordinary accep- 
tation. Of these explanations, the 
first (2), though supported both by 
Chrys., Theod., and several distin- 
guished modern expositors (Bull, 
Harm. Ap. I. 9. 25 8q., Neander, 
Planting, Vol. 1. p. 468, ed. Bohn), 
must still be pronounced logically in- 
consistent with ratra ydp GAA. dyrlk., 
which seems rather to point to the 
opposition incurred than the victory 
gained by the Spirit. The second (6), 
though perhaps in a less degree, is 
open to the same objection, notwith- 
standing the support it may be thought 
to receive from Rom. vii. 1§ 8q,, 
where 6é\ev seems to point to the im- 
perfect though better will; see Calv., 
Schott, De W., who conceive that St. 
Paul is here expressing briefly what 
in Rom. J. c. he is stating more at 
length. The simple and logical con- 
nexion of the words is, however, much 
better supported by (c), subject only 
to this necessary and obvious limita- 
tion, that this loéssoros udxn must be 
only predicated, in its full extent, of 
the earlier and more imperfect stages 
of a Christian course ; see Olsh. in 
loc. The state of the true believer is 
conflict, but with final victory,—a 
truth that was felt even by the Jews, 
among whom Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, 
and more especially Joseph, were ever 
cited as instances of a victorious issue : 
Schoettg. de Luctd Carnis et Spiritus, 
II, 10, 11 (Vol. 1. p. 1204). 
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€OTE UTO VvOLOY. 
18. el 8é 7.4.) ‘ But if ye be led 
by the Spirit ;’ contrasted state to the 
struggle described in the preceding 
verse ; ‘ubi vero Sp. vincit, acie res 
decernitur,’ Beng. When the Spirit 
becomes truly the leading and guiding 
principle, then, indeed, the doubtful 
struggle has ceased ; there would be 
no fulfilling of the works of the flesh, 
and by consequence no longer any 
bondage to the law ; comp. Maurice, 
Unity of N. T., p. 510, and Baur, 
Paulus, p. 534, note. TIved- 
par. dyerGe], ‘by the Spirit ;’ instru- 
mental dative ; comp. 2 Tim. iii. 6, 
dyoueva ércOuulacs woixlrats, and see 
Winer, Gr. § 31. 7, p. 194, and exx. 
collected by Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 
172. Who can doubt, says Miiller 
(Docir. Sin, Vol. 1. p. 355, Clark), 
that II». dyeoO. here entirely corre- 
sponds in the mind of the Apostle 
with Rom. viii. 14, Hvevtpars Qeob 
Gyorvra:; and that thus the fuller and 
deeper meaning of IIvejua must be 
maintained throughout this para- 
graph. otk lore brd 
vépnov] ‘ye are not under the law ;’— 
not, on the one hand, because there is 
now no need of its beneficial influ- 
ences (ov detrac ris dwd rod yduou 
BonOelas, Chrys., al.), nor on the other, 
because it is now become an alien 
principle (Usteri, Lehkrb. 1. 4. A, p. 
57), but simply— ‘ because, it finds 
nothing in you to forbid or to con- 
demn ;’ see ver. 23. The more ob- 
vious conclusion might have seemed, 
‘ye are not under the influences of the 
flesh ;’ but as-the law was confessedly 
the principle which was ordained 
against the influences and épya rfjs 
capxés (Rom. vii. 7 sq.), the Apostle 
(in accordance with the general direc- 
tion of his argument) draws his con- 
clusion relatively rather to the prin- 
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Vela, axaQapora, acévyeta, 


ciple, than to the mere state and in- 
fluences against which that principle 
‘was ordained. 

19. gavepd Sé] ‘ But, to explain 
‘and substantiate more fully the last 
assertion (ov« éoré brd vouov), the open 
difference between the works of the 
flesh (against which the law is or- 
dained) and the fruit of the Spirit 
(against which there is no law) shall 
now be manifested by special ex- 
amples.’ &rivd lor] * of 
which class are ;’ not quite so much as 
‘quippe que, De Wette, ‘que qui- 
dem,’ Schott.,—but merely ‘such for 
instance as,’ Soris having appy. here 
its classifying force ; see notes on ch. 
iv. 24. mopvela] ‘ forni- 
cation.’ Observe the prominence al- 
‘ways given to condemnations of this 
deadly sin, it being one of the things 
which the old pagan world deemed as 
merely ddidpopa ; see Meyer on Acts 
XV. 20. The insertion of porxyela 
{Rec. with DE (FG ear) JK; Cla- 
rom., Goth., Syr-Phil; Gr. and Lat. 
Ff.] and the change to plurals [FG ; 
Orig., al.] are rightly rejected by the 
best recent editors with ABC ; 3 mas., 
Vulg., Syr., Copt., ith. (both) ; 
Clem., Marc. in Epiph. ; Cyr., al. 
dxaBapola, dofdyea] ‘uncleanness, 
wantonness ;’?’ comp. Rom. xiii. 13, 
2 Cor. xii. 21 (where the same three 
words are in connexion), Eph. iv. 
rg. The distinction between these 
words is thus drawn by Tittmann, Sy- 
nonym. p. 1§1,—d«a, (more generic), 
‘quelibet vite: animique impuritas ;’ 
doé\y., ‘ protervitas et impudens pe- 
tulantia hominis doed-yois (qui nullam 
verecundie pudorisque rationem ha- 
bet),—non obsccenitas aut foeditas lu- 
bidinis ;’ comp. Etym. Mag., dc -yea’ 
éroy.érns xpos wacay 7dorvjy, and 


20 eldwAoAaT pela, appaxeia, 


Trench, Synon. § Xvi, where this 
latter word is defined as ‘ petulance or 
wanton insolence,’ and as somewhat 
stronger than ‘ protervitas,’ and more 
nearly approaching ‘ petulantia.’ The 
derivation is very doubtful: it does 
not seem from 6é\yew (Trench), but 
perhaps from do. (satiety) and é)y. 
connected with addy. (Benfey, Wur- 
zellex. Vol. 11, p. 15), OF more pro- 
bably (Donalds.) from 4 priv. and 
oaday-[carayéw, cédas], the primary 
idea being ‘ dirtiness,’ ‘ foulness.’ 

Winer observes that the vices here 
enumerated may be grouped into four 
classes,—(1) sensuality ; (2) idolatry, 
not merely spiritual, but actual,— 
amalgamation of Christianity and 
heathenism (t Cor. viii. 7); comp. 
Neander, Planting, Vol. I. p. 243 
note (Bohn) ; (3) malice; (4) excesses. 
Beng. similarly divides them as ‘ pec- 
cata commissa cum proximo, adver- 
sus Deum, adversus proximum, et 
circa se ipsum, cui ordini respondet 
enumeratio fructus Spiritus.’ There 
does not, however, appear any studied 
precision in the classification: St. 
Paul, as Aquinas remarks, ‘non in- 
tendit enumerare omnia vitia ordi- 
nate et secundum artem, sed illa 
tantum in quibus abundant, et in qui- 


bus excedunt illi ad quos scribit.’ 
ov 


a 
20. happaxeta] ‘sorcery, |ZOe jae 
0 

[magia] Syr. This word, like the 
Lat. ‘ veneficium’ (Vulg., Clarom.), 
may either imply (a) potsoning, as 
fith., perhaps Goth., ‘lubjaleisei’ 
{comp. Angl.-Sax. lid.], al., or (6) 
sorcery, as Syr. (both), Copt. (appy.), 
Arm., al. The former is not impro- 
bable on account of its juxtaposition 
to &Opac (see exx. in Schleusn. Lez. 


in LDXX. 8. v., Exod. vii. 11, al.) ; 
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ExOpa, Epis, Ciiros, Ouuoi, epBeia, dtyxorraciat, aipécers, 


the latter, however, seems here more 
probable, sorcery, as Meyer notices, 
being especially prevalent in Asia ; 
see Acts xix. 19. On the subject 
generally, see Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychol. 
IV. 17, p. 262, 8q. Both in this 
and the following words there is much 
variation between the sing, and plural 
forins. Rec. commences the list of 
plurals with &@pac; the singulars 
Es [ABD!; mss.]and {fA0s [A ? BD? 
E (FG f#rovs); 17. Goth.] seem, 
however, to have the critical prepon- 
derance and are adopted by Lachm. 
Tisch., and most modern editors. 
Oupol] ‘displays of wrath,’ both 
this and the associated plurals serv- 
ing to denote the various concrete 
forms of the abstract sins here speci- 
fied; see exx. of O@upol noticed by 
Lobeck, Ajax, 716, Bernhardy, Synt. 
11. 6, p. 62, and esp. the good note of 
Heinichen on Euseb. Eccl. Hist. vit. 
6, Vol. m1. p. 18 sq. The meaning of 
Ouuds, as its derivation implies [Avw, 
perhaps connected with Sanscr. dhu, 
‘agitare,’ Pott, Etym. Forsch. Vol. 1. 
p. 2tr]}, is not so much ‘ inimicitia 
hominis acerbi et iracundi’ (Tittm. 
Synon. p. 133), a8 tracundia, or rather 
excandescentia, the principal idea 
being that of ‘eager motion towards,’ 
‘impulse ;’ see esp. Donalds. Crat. 
§ 473,—where, however, the de- 
rivation of Ow is plausibly referred to 
OE, on the principle of ‘ suggestion by 
contrast.’ It thus differs from dpy%, 
both in its rise, as more sudden (Luke 
iv, 28, Acts xix. 28), and its nature, as 
less lasting (compare Ecclus. xlviii. 10, 
xowdoat épyhv wpd Gupod) ; see Trench, 
- Synon. § xxxvi1., Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. 
p. 105, and notes on Eph. iv. 31. 
dpvOetar] ‘caballings;’ comp. Syr., 


oo” 


frags [rebellio, calumnia]. The 


accurate meaning of the word 
épiOela appears to have been missed 
by most of the older, and indeed most 
of the modern expositors, by whom it 
is commonly connected with épis (comp. 
Cicum.), and understood to mean 
‘contention ;’ comp. ‘rixa,’ Vulg., ‘in- 
ritationes,’ Clarom. Its true etymo- 
logical connexion is, however, with 
the Homeric word épiOos, ‘a day- 
labourer,’ and thence-either with Epcov 
(rhv épyagouévny rad Epia, Phavor. Eclog. 
p- 201, ed. Dind.), or more probably 
with "EPQ, &pdw, épé6w; comp. Lobeck, 
Patholog. p. 365. Its meaning, then, 
is (a) Labour for hire ; comp. Suidas, 
8. v. dexdfecbac; (8) Scheming or 
intriguing for office, ‘ambitus ;’ comp. 
Aristot. Pol. v. 2. 3, p. 1302, (ed. 
Bekk.); (y) Party-spirit, a conten- 
tious spirit of faction ; comp. Schol. 
ap. Matth. dpc- éudirAdvecxos wpdtecs, 
and Steph. Zhes. s.v. where there are 
also traces of a right perception of the 
true meaning. Of these (7) seems to 
be the prevailing meaning in the N.T., 
where ép:8. occurs no less than 7 
times, and in the following combina- 
tions: in Rom. ii. 8, of é& ép:6. are 
coupled with ol dwecBoivres r7j d\n Oelg, 
and in antithesis to of xaé’ brouorvhy 
Epyou dyafot; in 2 Cor. xii. 20, . 
épcOeiae are enumerated between @upol 
and xaradaNlac; in Phil. i. 16, ep. 
is in antithesis to dydr7; ib. ii. 3, 
it is connected with xevodotla, and in 
James iii, 14. 16, with (dos. In 
Ignat. Phuad. 8, ép:8. s opposed to 
xpicroudbea. It would thus seem 
that in all these passages, with the 
exception perhaps of Rom. l.c., and 
Phil. U.c..—where the context points 
less to party-spirit, than to the con- 
tentiousness it gives rise to (see notes 
on Phil. i. 17, Transl.)—the meaning 
of ép:0. is fairly covered by the defi- 
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at. ¢dvo.] Omitted by Tisch. with B; 17. 33. 35. 57. 73; Demid. Aug.”; 
Clem., Marcion ap Epiph., Iren.; Cypr., Hieron. (distinctly), Ambrst., Aug. 
((Lachm.], approved by Mill). The authorities for the text are ACDEFGJK ; 
great majority of mss; Clarom., Boern., Vulg., Syr. (both), Copt., al.; Chrys., 
Theod., al. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Mey., Alf., Bagge.). These so decidedly pre- 
ponderate, the characteristic paronomasia is so probable, and the omission in 
transcription owing to the similarity in words go very likely, that we do not hesi- 


tate to restore dévo:. 


nition of Fritz. as ‘ summa invidia pec- 
tore inclusa proclivitasque ad machi- 
nationes ;’ see Riickert on Rom. ii. 8, 
and esp. Fritz. Excursus on pcos, 
épiOela, épOevouat, Comm. on Rom. Vol. 
I, p. 143 8q. Stxooractat, 
atpéres] ‘divisions, parties;’ the 
‘standing apart’ (comp. ‘ tvisstasseis,’ 
Goth.) and divisions (Rom. xvi. 17) 
‘implied in the former word, leading 
naturally to the more determinate 
choice (‘electio preesertim discipline 
cujusdam,’ Schott) exercised in the 
formation of the latter ; comp. Theoph. 
and Bagge in loc. 

2t. péBar, xdpor] ‘ drunkennesses, 
revellings,’ ‘ebrietates, comessationes,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; the latter being the 
' more generic and inclusive, to which 
the former was the usual accompani- 
ment. On the nocturnal xcépo (ra 
acedyi kal ropyixa Acpara, cupmécca, 
Hesych.) of the ancients see Schwarz. 
de Comiss. Vet., Altdorf, 1744, Welcker 
in Jacobs, Philostr. 5. 2, p. 202 8q. 
and on the derivation of the word 
[appy. connected with xoudw, and 
from a root xi-] Benfey, Wurzellex. 
Vol. IL. p. 150. & mpodéyw 
tpty] ‘about which I tell you before- 
hand ; either ‘ preemoneo, priusquam 
veniat dies retributionis, sive judicii, 
quem hic respicit,’ Est., or more 
simply, ‘predico, ante eventum,’ 
Beng.; comp. 1 Thess, iii. 4. It is 


not necessary to refer 4 to xpdacovres, 


as an accus. derived by attraction 
from the accus. objectt after that word 
(Schott, Olsh.); the ordinary expla- 
nation, ‘quod attinet ad ea que,’ 
(Camerar.), being perfectly satisfac- 
tory. In such cases, the relative is 
really governed by the finite verb as a 
species of ‘quantitative’ accus.; its 
prominence in the sentence, and appy. 
absolute use being designed to call 
attention to that on which the thought 
or action principally turns; comp. 
John viii. 54, and see Scheuerl. Synt. 
§ 8. 4, p. 55. Such sentences often 
involve a slight, but perfectly intelli- 
gible, anacoluthon ; see Fritz. Rom. 
vi. 10, Vol. I. p. 393, and comp. 
notes on ch. ii. 20. 

KaQds xal mpoetroy] ‘as I also told 
you before-hand,’ sc. when I was with 
you; the xat appy. reminding them 
that these were warnings not new to 
them. The particle is omitted in BFG ; 
Amit., Demid.; Chrys. (1), al., and 
bracketted by Lachm., but rightly 
retained as part of the text by most 
recent editors, the external evidence 
in its favour [ACDEJK ; nearly all 
mss., and most Vv.; Clem., Chrys., 
Theod.] being so greatly preponde- 
rant, Ta roiatra] ‘ such 
things as these,’ ‘all such things.’ 
The article with rowodros denotes a 
known person or thing, or the whole 
class of such, but not an undefined 


individual out of the class ; as in that 
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case Towlros is anarthrous: see 
Kiihner on Xenoph. Mem. 1. §. 2, 
and Kriiger, Sprachl. § 50. 4. 6. 
BactA. Geod of KAnpov.] ‘ shall not 
inherit the kingdom of God ; comp. 
Eph. v. 5, where with equal perti- 
nence the declaration is made of pre- 
sent time. On the meaning of the 
inclusive term Bacirela Oeoi,—that 
kingdom which was completely esta- 
blished at the ascension (see Jackson, 
Creed, X. 45.2), of which Christ is 
the founder, and Christ (and God, 
Rev. xi. 15, xii. 10) the King, and of 
which the true Christian, even while 
here on earth, is a subject, see esp. 
Tholuck, Bergpred. p. 72 sq., Bauer, 
Comment. Theol. Ul. p. 107 8q,, 
Heemskerk, Notio ris Bao. x.7.X. 
(Amst. 1839), and the comments of 
Reuss, Théol.Chrét. 11. 4, Vol. 1. p. 180 
sq. On its distinction, (whether ‘in 
sensu inifialt or jinalt) from the more 
collective and, so to say, localized éx- 
kAnola, see Stier, Ephes. Vol. uw. p. 
252 8q. 

22. Kapwés] ‘ fruit; used appy. 
with a significant reference to the 
organic development from their root, 
the Spirit (Olsh., Bloomf.) ; da ri dé 
Kapwov xadet rod IIv.; 87t ra pev 
wovnpa Epya €& hudy ylyveras udvov- 
50d kal Epya xadel* ra 5¢ Kara ov ris 
nuerépas éreuedelas Setrac udvov, ad\Ad 
kal rijs Tou Geol diravOpwrlas, Chrys. 
It is possible that no marked distinc- 
tion may be intended (Mey.), still, 
as xapwds is nearly always used by 
St. Paul ‘in bonam partem’ (Rom. i. 
13, vi. 22, xv. 28, Eph. v. 9, Phil. i. 
If, 22, iv. 17), and as even in Rom. 
vi. 21, where it is used in ref. to evtl 
works, the same meaning (‘what 
fruit,’ +.¢, ‘what really beneficial 
result had ye, &c.’) appears to be pre- 


served, we may safely press the pecu- 
liar meaning and significance of the 
term : see an excellent sermon on this 
text by Sanderson, Serm. xvi. (ad 
Aul.), p. 594 sq. (Lond. 1689). 

dydmn, xapd] ‘love, joy ;’ dydan, as 
Mey. observes, standing at the head, 
as the moving principle of all the rest 
(comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 1 sq.), and yapa- 
following, as that special gift of the 
Spirit (comp. 1 Thess. i. 6), which 
ought to be the pervading principle of 
Christian life (Phil. iv. 4); comp. 
Reuss, Théol. Chrét. iv. 18, Vol. 11. 
p. 202. elpfvyn] ‘peace,’ 
not so much here in ref. to peace with 
God (Phil. iv. 7, see notes in loc.) as, 
in accordance with the associated and 
partially contrasted terms €&Opat 
k.T.. (ver. 20),—peace with one 
another ; comp. 1 Thess. v. 15. On 
the meaning of paxpoOupula (clementia, 
qu& ire temperans delictum non sta- 
tim vindices,’ Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p. 
98), see notes on Eph. iv. 2, and for 
its distinction from Uroporv}, notes on 
Col. i. 11. Xpyorrorns, 
dyabwotvn] ‘benevolence, goodness.’ 
These words are nearly synonymous. 
The former (defined in [Plato] Def. 
412 E, as #Oouvs dwdacrla per’ evdo- 
yiorlas) may perhaps denote that 
benevolence and sweetness of dispo- 
sition (‘benignity,’ Wicl., Rhem.) 
which finds its sphere and exercise in 
our intercourse with one another ; 
comp. Tit. iii. 4, where it is joined 
with gAavOpwrla, and see Tittm. 
Synon. p. 140, Planck, Comment. 
Theol. Part I. p. 197, and the cita- 
tion from Jerome in Trench, Synon, 
Append. p. 198 (ed. 1). The 
latter (dya0.), a somewhat rare word 
(though occurring in three other places 
in St. Paul’s Epp., Rom. xv. 14, 
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pax poOuuia, XPNTTOTNS, ayabwovvn, riots, 73 rpavTysy. 


Eph. v. 9, 2 Thess. i. 11), seems 
more than 7) drnpriopévn aperh (Pha- 
vorinus, Zonaras) or even, ‘animi ad 
optima qusque propensio’ (Gom. on 
Rom. xv. 14), and may not impro- 
bably be extended to that ‘ propensio’ 
as exhibited in action, the propension 
both to will and do what is good ; see 
Stier, Ephes. Vol. 11. p. 265, and 
comp. Suicer, Thes. Vol. 1. p. 16. 
The idea of ‘ bountifulness,’ Nehem. 
ix. 25, is necessarily included. It 
may thus be distinguished from the 
somewhat late word dyaférns (Lob. 
Phryn. p. 350), which rather denotes 
‘goodness in its essence,’ and is thus 
comioonly used in reference to God. 

aloris] ‘ faith ;’ not merely ‘fidelitas, 


veracitas in promissis’ (Men. ap. Pol. . 


Syn.), t.e., ‘good faith’ (Matth. xxiii. 
23; Tit. ii, 10, wloris dya6h), but 
trustfulness (Conyb.), faith in God's 
promises and mercies and loving trust 
towards men; comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 7, 
wdvra miorever, where, like paxpobu- 
pla and xpyorérns (ver. 4), it stands 
as one of the characteristics of 
dydarn. 

23. wpatrns] ‘ meekness,’ ‘modes- 
tia,’ Vulg. The rxpats is defined by 
Tittmann, Synon. p. 140, as ‘mansue- 
tus, qui squo animo omnia fert 
(sanftmiithig),’ comp. Aristot. Eth. Iv. 
11, This, however, seems wholly 
insufficient: the Christian grace of 
mwpatrns is not mere gentleness or 
drapatla, (rd Svoxlynrov elvac mpds 
ras dpyds, Stob. Floril. 1. 18), but 
appy. denotes a submissiveness to God 
as well as man, and may be distin- 
guished from émcelxeca as having its 
seat in the inner spirit, while the 
latter seeks to embody itself in acts ; 
see Trench, Synon. § XLIl., and notes 
on Col. iii. 12. On the orthography 
wpadrys (appy. the more Attic form, 


Phot. Lex. p. 386) or xpatrns, comp. 
Lobeck, Phryn. p. 403. 

éyxpdreca] ‘temperance,’ the exercise 
of control over passions and desires ; 
comp. Acts xxiv. 25, 2 Pet. i. 6: 
éyxp. 5¢ dorw dperh Tod éwOupnrixod 
Kal? ty xaréxovet TE Aoytopy Tas Ere 
Ouplas dpudoas éwl ras pavdas Hdovds, 
Stob. Floril. 1.18. Itis distinguished 
by Diog. Laert. from cwdpootvn as 
implying a control over the stronger 
passions, whereas the latter implies 
a self-restraint in what is less vehe- 
ment ; ) swopocivn jpewalas Exer Tas 
ériOuulas, 52 éyxpdrea ododpds, 
Suid. Lex. s.v. Vol. 1. p. 1138 (ed. 
Gaisf.). The addition of ayvela 
(D'EFG ; Clarom. Vulg. [not Amit. ; 
Bas., al.] is rightly rejected by appy. 
all editors. tév tovotroy | 
‘all such things ; not masc. (Theod.), 
but as seems much more natural, and 
is perhaps suggested by the art. 
(Olsh.), newt. in reference to the pre- 
ceding virtues ; comp. the somewhat 
parallel passage, Stobeeus, Flori. 18, 
fin., dxoAovOet 5é TG dpera Xpnordrys, 
émelxeca, evyvwuootvn, édmls dyad}, 
ért 5¢ xalrd rovabra. Brown's argu- 
ment (p. 307) is certaining not con- 
vincing, ‘Tootrwy not rToatrwy,’— 
a curious oversight. ovK 
tore vopos] ‘there is no (condemna- 
tory) law.’ The explanation per 
metosin, ‘tantum abest ut iis legis 
Moasaice terrores sint metuendi, ut 
potius Deo sint grati,’ Rosenm. 
(cited by Brown), is not satisfactory. 
St. Paul draws a contrast between the 
legal judgment under which the 
former class lay, and the freedom 
from it which those who are led by 
the Spirit enjoy ; comp. Bull, Exam. 
Censure, XviI. 16, where, however, 


the masc. interpr. of roovrwy is 
adopted. 
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24 of de 


tou Xpicrov Thy capKa eoravpwoav av Tois TraOypact 


9 , b A 4 “9 ” a 
eykpaTeta’ KaTa TOY TOLOUT OY OUK €O0TLY YOKLOS. 


a a 9 o 9 ~ a go 
kal tais émOumiacs. 5 ef Comer IIvevuarc, vevuari nat 


24. roi Xpiorod] Tisch. adds Inood with ABC ; mas.; Copt., Sahid., Eth. 
(both) ; Cyr. (often), Doroth., Bas., Procop., Dam., al. ; Aug. [Lachm.] The 
external authorities for the omission are DEFGJK (FG add eves, scil. ovres) ; 
Vulg., Clarom., Syr. (both), Goth., Arm. ; Chrys., Theodoret, Pseud-Atb., al. ; 
very many Lat. Ff. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Alf.). Owing to the importance of 
ABC, the external evidence may perhaps be considered slightly in favour of the 
addition ; the order, however, is so unusual (Eph. iii. 1, Col. ii. 6, but in both 
with var. readings), and external evidence for and against so nearly balanced, 


that we decide in favour of the shorter reading. 


a4. of 8€] ‘ Now they; slightly con- 
trasted application of the whole fore- 
going particulars to the special case 
of Christians, 52 not being simply con- 
tinuative (Auth.), nor yet resumptive, 
in ref. to ver. 16 (De W.), or to ver. 
18 (Beng.), but almost syllogistic, the 
application to Christians forming a 
sort of practical ‘ propositio minor’ to 
the foregoing group of verses. The 
connexion of the whole paragraph, 
then, from ver. 16 appears to be as 
follows ;——‘ The Spirit and the flesh are 
contrary to each other; if the flesh 
prevail, man is given over to all sin, 
and excluded from the kingdom of 
God : if the Spirit be the leading prin- 
ciple, man brings forth good fruits, 
and is free from the curse of the law. 
Now the distinguishing feature of the 
true Christian is the crucifixion of the 
flesh ; consequently, as must be ob- 
vious from what has been said, the 
living in and being led by the Spirit ;’ 
see Riickert in loc. 
ioratpwoayv] ‘crucified,’ scil. when 
they became Christians, and by bap- 
tism were united with Christ in His 
death ; comp. Rom. vi. 3. Though 
this ethical crucifixion is here desig- 
nated as an act past (comp. Rom. vi. 
6, 6 raratds iyuay AvOpwros cuverrau- 
p#On), it really is and must be a con- 
tinuing act as well; comp. Rom. viii. 


13. This however the aor., with its 
usual and proper force, leaves unno- 
ticed ; it simply specifies, in the form 
of a general truth, the act as belonging 
to the past, without atfirming or deny- 
ing any reference to the present ; sed 
Fritz. de Aor. Vi, p. 17, notes ont 
Thess. ii. 16, and comp. Soph. Anttg, 
1318 (last line) é5{3aga», on which Wex 
remarks, ‘unum exemplum, quod ali- 
quando evenerit, tanquam norma pro- 
ponitur :’ see also Schmalfeld, Synt. 
§ 60. 2, p. 128. Inall such cases the 
regular reference of the tense to the 
past may be felt in the kind of sum- 
mary way in which the action is 
stated,—the sort of implied dismissal 
of the subject, and procedure to some- 
thing fresh; comp. Donalds. Gr. § 
433. On the vital truth, that 
our crucifixion of the flesh is included 
and involved in that of Him with 
whom we are united, comp. Usteri, 
Lehrb. 11. 1. 3, p. 202 8q.; and on 
the whole verse read the good sermon 
of South, Serm. xx111. Vol. Iv. p. 338 
sq. (Lond. 1843). 

25. eb {epev IIvetpars] ‘If we live 
by the Spirit ;—‘if, as a matter of 
fuct (see notes on ch. i. 9), we lire 
(emphatic) by the efficacy and operation 
of the Spirit ; assumption naturally 
arising from the preceding declaration 
of crucifixion of the opposing prin- 
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aroxapuev. 7° uy ywopeba xevddoeot, adAnAous ™poxa)ov- 


peevol, GAANAOLS pOovoivtes. 


ciple, the flesh ; ‘enecat& in homi- 
nibus Christianis 77 capxl, necesse est 
in iisdem vivat suamque vim libere 
exserat 7d IIvedua,’ Schott. The 
omission here of all illative particles 
makes the exhortation more forcible 
and emphatic ; comp. 1 Cor. iii. 17. 

There is some little difficulty in the 
explanation of the dative Ivetyart. 
It is certainly not (a) a dat. of manner, 
scil. ‘spiritually’ Middl. ; as thus not 
only the force of the verse, but the 
connexion with what precedes, arising 
from the opposition of the Mvedua and 
the odpt, is completely lost. Nor 
again (b) ia it a dative of relation,— 
‘gi vitam nostram ad Spiritum referi- 
mus, ad Spiritum etiam dirigamus 
‘ vitam,’ Fritz (Rom. xiii. 13, Vol. 111., 
p. 142) ; for though Rom. xiv. 6-8 sup- 
plies a somewhat parallel sentiment, 
the antithesis between the two clauses 
is thus obviously deprived of all force 
and pertinence. On the whole then, 
the ordinary explanation (c) would 
seem to be most satisfactory, accord- 
ing to which IIveduare is to be re- 
garded as a form of the instrumental 
or ablatival dative (Winer, Gr. § 31. 
7, p- 194), and as here adopted rather 
than 5:4 with the accus. (John vi. 57, 
comp. Winer p. 356), as thus forming 
a sharper antithesis to the dative 
which follows,—‘if we live by the 
Spirit (if the Spirit is our principle of 
life) by the Spirit let us also walk ;’ 
comp. 2.Cor, iii. 6, 7d de Hveiua Swo- 
mole, and see Neand. Planting, Vol. 
3. p. 469 sq. (Bohn). The second 
IIvevmare is obviously the dat. norme, 
scil. xara rovs éxelvou véuous rodctev6d- 
pevot, Chrys. ; see notes on ver. 16. 
Fritz. (Rom. iv. 22, Vol. 1. p. 225), 
explains it as a dat. commodi, ‘Spiritui 
vitam consecrate ;’ but this, on Rom. 


xiii, 13, he appears to have retracted. 
oroxapev] ‘let us walk.’ The hor- 
tatory imperative is not without some 
doctrinal significance (Ust.) ; the Apo- 
stle evidently assuming the union and 
co-existence of the Divine and human 
powers in the heart of the true Chris- 
tian ; comp. Beck, Seeleni. 1. 8, p. 20, 
II. 13, p. 32 8q., Usteri, Lehrd. 11. 1. 
3, p. 218 note. The command is 
substantially the same as that in ver. 
16, except perhaps that ocroxeiy 
[ortx-] may imply a more studied 
following of a prescribed course, than 
the more general reprraréw (notes on 
Phil. iii. 18); comp. Polyb. Hist. 
XXVIII. §. 6, crocxety TG THs cuyKAHToU 
xpo0éce, Dion. Hal. Antig. vr. 65, 
oroxety Tais wAeloot yrwpats, and the 
somewhat unusual expression orouyety 
pug yuvackl, Schol. Arist. Plut. 773. 

26. ph ywopeba u.7.A.) ‘Let us 
mot become, not ‘let us not be,’ 
Auth., (comp. Syr.), but ‘ne effi- 
ciamur’ Vulg., Clarom., ‘ vair- 
pamma,’ Goth., there being appy. 
no less in the verb than in the person 
an intentional mildness, which seems 
to imply that the sin of xevodogla had 
not yet taken root, though the very 
warning suggests that it was to be 
expected. The verse thus forms a 
suitably concluding warning against 
those particular sins of the Galatians 
to which the Apostle alluded in ver. 
13-15 and at the close of ver. 20, and 
belongs to Chap. v., though it also 
serves very naturally to connect the 
doctrinal with the more directly admo- 
nitory portion of the Epistle, which 
begins with the next chapter. A close 
connexion with Chap. vi. (Mey., al.) 
seems clearly at variance with the in- 
troductory ddeAgol (comp. ch. iv. 12), 
and the change of person. 


GALATIANS VI. 1. 
VL ’Aderdol, éavy xai mpodrnupOn 


»” a 
avOpwros & Tit wapawTapatt, vets ot 


Ye who are spiritual 
should bear and for- 
bear: examine your- 
selves before ye judge 
others. 


QAAFA. wpoxadodpevor] ‘provoking 
each other; scil. els tdovecklas Kat 
Epes, Chrys. ‘calling one another out 
to the field of controversy,’ Brown ; 
see Herodian, Hist. vi. 9, (Oxon., 
1704), Mpokadelrar has eis pdx, and 
simply, Polyb. Hist. 1. 46. 11, apo 
Kadovjeevos Tovs ToAepulous. 

The meaning of Covotwres has been 
modified by some commentators, 
‘withholding out of envy’ (Olsh.), 
‘hating’ (Brown). This is not neces- 
sary; @Ooveiy is the correlative act on 
the part of the weak, to the mpoxa- 
Neto Gas on the part of the strong. The 
strong vauntingly challenged their 
weaker brethren: the weak could 
only retaliate with envy. It may be 
remarked that @@oveiy does not occur 
elsewhere in N. T.; in James iv. 2, 
the correct reading is dovevere. 


CHapTeR VI. 1. d8e\dol] ‘ Bre- 
thren ; conciliatory mode of address 
introducing the more directly admo- 
nitory portion: ‘latet in hoc etiam 
uno verbo argumentum,’ Beza. 
dav kal rpodnuoy) ‘if a man be even 
surprised or caught ;’ ‘ preoccupatus 
fuerit,’ Vulg., Clatom., Syr., ‘gafau- 


haidan,’ Goth. The verb rpornugpO7 — 


has received several different inter- 
pretations, in accordance with the dif- 
ferent meanings assigned to rpé. The 
more strict temporal meaning, ‘ antea,’ 
whether referred to the arrival of the 
Epistle (Grot.), to a recurrence of the 
offence (Winer), or to the attempt at 
restoration,—the AauSdvecOar taking 
place before the xarapr. (Olsh.),-—is 
unsatisfactory, as the emphatic posi- 
tion of rpodnugOgG and the force of 
cat are thus both obscured. The 
common reference to the wnexpected- 
ness of the sin (‘notat improvisam 
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occupationem,’ Vorst., édy cuvaprayy, 
Chrys.), is also inconsistent with xal, 
as this meaning of xpd would tend to 
excuse and qualify, whereas xa’ seems 
to point out an aggravation of the 
offence. If, however, mpd be referred 
to the power of escape,—‘ be caught 
before he could escape,’ ‘ flagrante de- 
licto,’—not only the intensive force of 
xal, but the emphatic position of 
xpodnugOy and the general tenor of 
the exhortation is fully preserved. 


-This meaning of rpoAauf., it must be 


admitted, is rare, but see exx. in 
Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 289, and esp. 
Wisdom, xvii. 17, mpodrAnpbels, rhy 
SvodAveroy Cuevey dvdyxny. 

On the Alexandrian form rpoAnudéy, 
see Winer, (’r.§ 5, 4, Tisch. Prolegom. 
p. xx., and on the difference between 
éay xatand xai édy, see note, ch. i, 8, 
Herm. Viger, No. 307, Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. I. p. 519. dv rl apa- 
TrTrapart] ‘in any tranagression,’ in 
any particular act of sin, esp. on the 
side of error, stumbling, or trans- 
gression of a command. On the dis- 
tinction between wxapdrrwua (more 
particular), and duapria (more ge- 
neral), see notes on Eph. ii. 1. 

tpels of rvevpatixol] ‘ye the spiritual 
ones,’ ‘ye that are spiritual.’ The 
tenor of the exhortation, coupled 
with the similar distinctions which St. 
Paul seems elsewhere to have recog- 
nised in his converts (e.g., 1 Cor. iii. 
1), appears in favour of the opinion 
that the Apostle is here designating 
not merely those who were subjectively 
wvevparixol, t.e., who thought them- 
selves so (comp. Windischm.), but 
those who were objectively xvevyar., 
those who had remained true to him 
and his doctrines; see Olsh. ts foc. 
That the teachers are mainly addressed 
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a : , - 4 a 9 a hk 
AVEVLATLKOL kaTapTiCere TOV TOLOUTOY EV TvEULAaTL 7 pau-~ 


. “~ : 4 A 4 4 ~ 
TNTOS, TKOTWY TEAUTOV, MN KAL OU Teipac Ons. 


2 ardAnAwy 


2. dvawdnpwoere| Tisch. (ed. 2) reads dvard\npwoare with ACDEJK ; 
appy. nearly all mss. ; Syr.-Philox., perhaps Goth. [but conjunct. acts both for 
fut. and imper. ; De Gabel. Gr. § 182, 186]; Clem., Ath., Chrys., Theodoret, 


in ver. 1-6, and the hearers and laity 
in ver. 6-10, is also probable. 
xarapr({ere] ‘restore.’ The technical 
meaning dxd rdy éfapOpnudrww ‘ re- 
ponere in artu luxata membra,’ Steph. 
(Thes. Vol. Iv. p. 1213), adopted by 
Beza, Bloomf., Brown, al., does not 
appear here alluded to, as examples of 
the simple ethical sense (d:0pGoire, 
Chrysost.) are sufficiently common ; 
comp. Herodot. v. 28, xaraprifew 
(Manrov), Stob. Floril. 1. 85, xarapr. 
dlrous S:adeponévous, Greg. Nazianz. 
Orat. xXvI. Vol. I. p. 443 B, wé60ev 
otv Aptouac xarapritew bas, adeddol 
(cited by Dindorf). 

avebpar. tmpairnros] ‘the spirit of 
meekness ;’ not merely ‘a meek spirit,’ 
—a wholly inadmissible dilution of 
the true meaning of the words,— but 
a spirit of which the principal 
constituent (comp. Bernhardy, Syné. 
Ill. 44, p. 161) or characterizing 
quality (Scheurl. Synt. § 16. 3, p. 
115) is wpalrys, compare Winer, Gr. 
§ 34. 2. b, p. 212. The anarthrous 
xvedua (but after a prep.) refers wlti- 
mately, as Chrysostom felt, to the 
Holy Spirit, one of whose especial 
charisms is ‘ gentleness ;’ see ch. v. 
23. This reference, however, must 
not be over-stated, or expressed by 
the use of a capital letter; for, as in 
1 Cor. iv. 21 (where wy. rpatryros is 
joined with dydwn), so here ry. seems 
immediately to refer to the state of 
the inward spirit as wrought upon by 
the Holy Spirit, and wtimately to the 
Holy Spirit as the inworking power ; 
comp. Rom. i. 4, rv. dywwovvys, viii. 
15, wv. vlofeclas, 2 Cor. iv. 13, mv. 
ris xlorews, Eph. i. 17, xv. copias, in 


all which cases wy. seems to indicate 
the Holy Spirit, and the abstract gen. 
the specific xdpioua ; see Hamm. in 
loc., and notes on 2 Tim. i. 7. 
oxowéy ceautéyv] ‘looking to thyself ;’ 
temporal clause stating the (proper) 
concomitants of the action (‘ consider- 
ing all the time thy own case’), or 
perhaps with a secondary-causal force 
hinting at the reasons for it; see 
Kriiger, Sprachl. § 56. 12. 1, Schmal- 
feld, Synt. § 207, and comp. Donalds. 
Gr. § 615. For instances of the em- 
phatic and individualizing enallage of 
number, see Bernhardy, Synt. X11. 5, 
p. 421. Lachm. connects this clause 
with ver. 2, putting a full stop after 
wvevy.. palrynros, and a comma after 
wreipacOjs, but thereby obviously 
weakens the whole force and point of 
the address. The wvevyarixol were 
reminded of their own liability to fall 
into temptation: why? Surely not to 
urge them merely generally to bear one 
another’s burdens, but particularly to 
evince their Christian spirit, by 
restoring one who had fallen, only 
after all, as they themselves might. 

pi) «.7.A.] ‘lest thow also shouldst be 
tempted’ scil. in a like case ; subjunc- 
tive (‘ verentis est ne quid nunc sit, 
simulque nescire se utrum sit necne 
significantis,’ Herm. Soph. Ajaz, 272), 
and in the aor., in reference toan event 
still impending ; see Winer, Gr. § 56. 
2, p. 447, and the copious list of exx. of 
this and similar constructions in Gay- 
ler, Part. Neg. p. 325. 

2. &dAfrowv ra Bdapn] ‘ the burdens 
of ONE ANOTHER ; the dAA#\., as 
Meyer rightly observes, being em- 
phatic, not, however, with any oblique 
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v , ni ce 5: ‘ ? ,) , 
Ta Bapn BarraCere, KQt OUTM@S avaTAnpwoere TOV VvOfKLOV 


Dam., al. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz), The authorities for text are BFG ; 2 mai. ; 
Vulg., Clarom., Syr., Arm., Copt., Sahid., th. (both) ; Theodoret. (ms.) 
Aster. Procl., Marc. erem.; Tert.,Cypr., al. (ZLachm., Tisch. ed. 1, Meyer, 
De Wette, approved by Mill, Prolegom., p. 123). The preponderance of MSS. 
evidence is thus plainly in favour of the imper, ; still the testimony of the Vv. 
joined with the extreme probability of a change from the fut. to the imp. (see 
Mill, l.c.) seems sufficient to authorize the rejection of a reading, which on 


strict grammatical principles may be pronounced somewhat suspicious. 


reference to the burden of the Law 
(Alf.), but simply in opposition to 
that selfish feeling which would leave 
each one to bear his own; contrast 
the Apostle’s own example, 2 Cor. 
xi. 29. The meaning of this expres- 
sive word must not be too much 
circumscribed. It seems chosen, with 
inclusive ref. to all forms of weak- 
nesses (dcGevjuara, Rom. xv. 1), suf- 
ferings, and, perhaps more especially, 
sins; the purport of the command 
being dépew ra t&Sv xAnolov éXarTw- 
para, Chrys., or, with more exactness, 
émixouglvew thy Wuxhy vwd ris rob 
duapriparos cuvecdjoews BeBapy- 
Hévnv, Theod. Mops. p. 129. 
Bacrd{ere] ‘bear,’ ¢.¢., sustain as 
& superimposed burden. On_ the 
particular use and meaning of Bacrd- 
few in the important doctrinal state- 
ment, Matth. viii. 17, as exemplified 
by this passage, see Magee, Atone- 
ment, No, Xu, Vol. 1. p. 415 8q. 

kal obras dvamwAnpdcere] ‘and thus 
shall ye fulfil,/—thus, in this way, 
and no other, viz., by following the 
exhortation just given. Future after 
imperat., as in ch. v. 16. On the 
whole (see crit. note), the future seems 
the more probable, as well as perhaps 
the more strictly grammatical reading ; 
for though no opposing argument can be 
founded on the use of the imper. aor., 
combined with the imper. present (the 
former often stating the general com- 
mand, the latter some of the details ; 
comp. Schémann, Jseus, p.- 235), 


still in the case of this particular verb 
the use of the present (comp. Barnab. 
Ep.ch. 21, dvardnpotre wacavéevrodiy), 
is much more natural. The compound 
dvar\npody is not simply synonymous 
with rAxpodv (Riick., al.), but appears 
in all cases to denote a complete filling 
up, and to point to a partial rather 
than an entire vacuum ; ‘ hec demum 
erit perfecta leyis impletio,’ Winer, 
Verb. Comp. Fasc. 111. p. 11 ; comp. 
Plut. Poplic. § 11, dverdjpwoe rh 
Bovdhy édrvyavdpoicay (‘made up the 
full number of’), and see notes on 
Phi. iii. 30. The explanation of 
Chrys., xowy wdvres wAynpdoarte, is 
not satisfactory. 

Tov vénov rol Xp.] ‘the law of 
Christ ; not generally ‘le mobile des 
actes du Chretien’ (Reuss, Z'kéol. Chr’. 
Iv. 16, Vol. 11. p. 168), but definitely 
‘the law of love,’ (riv dydirnv dots, 
Theod. Mops.), which He gave (John 
Xill. 34, évToA}y Kawhy Sliwue vpir, 
wa dyamwaGre ddAjAouvs; 1 John iii. 
23, dyarGpev addAjAovs Kabws ESwKxev 
évrodhv Huy), and which He so gra- 
ciously exemplified, avrds ydp ras 
duaprlas quay dvédaBe cat ras vdcous 
é8doracevy, Schol. ap. Matth. The 
peculiar term véuos is perhaps 
here chosen with some reference to 
the case of the Galatians: they 
affected an observance of the law of 
Moses, here was a law of Christ in 
which was included the fulfilment of 
the whole law; comp. ch.v. 14. This 
‘nevum preceptum Christi’ is illus- 
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tov Xpicrov. 
ppevaraTa éavTov. 


trated and explained by Knapp, 
Script. Var. Arg. No. X. p. 369 8q. 

3. eb ydp «.r.A.] ‘For if any one 
thinks &c.; confirmation of the fore- 
going exhortation to gentleness and 
humility, by showing the evils of the 
opposite course. The best motive to 
indulgence towards others is, as Olsh. 
remarks, the sense of our own weak- 
ness. pdtv dy] ‘when 
he is nothing,’ ‘being all the time 
nothing ;’ temporal, or in the more 
accurate language of Schmalfeld, 
“temporal-concessive’ participle, stat- 
ing what the man after all is, in spite 
of his opinion of himself; see the exx. 
in Schmalfeld, Synt. § 207. 2, p. 
415. Alford finds in this use of the 
subjective pndév rather than ovddy 
(absolute) a fine irony,—‘ being if 
he would come to himself, and look 
on the real fact.’ This, however, is 
somewhat precarious, as the use of 
the subjective negation with par- 
ticiples is the prevailing usage in the 
N.T.; see Green, Gr. p. 122. While 
then we may press od when s0 con- 
nected, we must be careful in over- 
pressing 44) ; see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 
15, lii. I. For illustrative exx. 
of the general form of expression, see 
Wetst. in loc., and Kypke, Obs. Vol. 
II. p. 291; one of the most apposite 
is, Plato, Apol. p. 41 E, éay doxdcl 
re elvat, ndev Svres. 
dpevarrarg] ‘deceiveth his own mind,’ 
‘inwardly deceiveth himself ; comp. 
Goth., ‘frapja-marzeins ist,’ [intel- 
lectus deceptio est]. The verb is an 
dat. Ney. in the N.T.; comp., how- 
ever, gpevardrys, Tit. i. 10, and 
James i. 26, dwrardv xapdlay avrod. 
This last passage may perhaps enable 
usto draw a distinction betweendrar¢ 
daurov and ¢pevawarg éaurév. The 
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former may imply a deception which 


had something objective to rest upon ; 
the latter a more studied, inward- 
working, and purely subjective de- 
ception; comp. notes on Tit. i. 10. 
Hence the force of the command 
which follows, 7rd &pyov Soxaférw, 
put to the proof his outward acts, and 
form his judgment upon them. The 
gloss of Hesych. (xAeuvdfe.), or even 
of Zonaras (Stawalfer) does not, con- 
sequently, seem quite sufficient. 

The order davrdv ¢pevan. [ Rec. with 
DEFGJK; al.] is well supported, 
but inferior in point of critical autho- 
rity to that of the text (Lachm., 
Tisch., with ABC ; 80, al.), and not 
improbably a correetion to give éavréy 
studied prominence. 

4. Td Epyov éavrod Soxu.] ‘prove 
his own work ,’ put to the test all that 
he is particularly engaged on ; ‘rem 
non opinionem de se,’ Beng. The 
singular with the article is appy. here 
used collectively (De W., Mey.), scil. 
Tas éavrol mpdies, Theophyl., 7a 
BeBiwuéva air, Gicum.; ‘ universam 
agendi rationem complectitur,’ Schott: 
comp. Rom. ii. 15, 1 Pet. i. 17, and 
see Winer, Gr. § 27. I, p. 157. On 
the meaning of doxiudfgew (ner’ dxpt- 
Belas é&erdgew, Theoph.), see notes on 
Phil. i. 10, Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 
I, p. 936, and for a good practical 
sermon on this and the preceding 
verse, see Usher, Serm. 11. Vol. X11. 
p- 31 sq. (ed. Elrington). } 
Td Katxnpa «.7.A.] ‘his ground of 
boasting.’ The true meaning of this 
passage has been somewhat obscured 
by a neglect of the exact meaning 
and force of the different words. (1) 
The concrete «xatynua, gloriandé 
materies (Rom. iv. 2, 1 Cor. ix. 15, 
16, al.), must not be confounded with 
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Baoracet. 
Kavxnows, gloriatio (Rom. iii. 27, 


al.), the distinction between these 
words being appy. always observed in 
the N.T.,—even in 2 Cor. v. 12, ix. 
3, al. (2) The article is not used xar’ 
éfox4v, but pronominally (Middleton, 
ch. v. 3), ‘Ats ground of boasting,’ 
the xavxnua which properly belongs 
to him ; comp. 1: Cor. iv. 5, rére 6 
Erawos yevioerat éxdory. (3) The 
prep. e/s must in each clause bear the 
same meaning (opp. to De Wette); 
the most simple and suitable appear- 
ing to be, ‘with regard to,’ ‘in rela- 
tion to,’ not ‘contra,’ Schott (which 
can be justified, e.g. Luke xii. 10, 
but connected with éavr. would in- 
volve an artificial explanation); comp. 
2 Cor. xi. 10, 4 xatynors abrn ov 
oppayloerac els eué, Eph. iii. 16, 
xparawwOjvat...els rov Eow dvOpwrop ; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. 8, p. 354, 
Bernh. Synt. Vv. 11, p. 220. (4) The 
force of Tov Erepoy (not érepov, as 
implied by. Auth.) must not be over- 
looked, scil. ‘the one with whom he is 
contrasting himeelf;’ ‘his neighbour,’ 
Copt., Arm. The meaning of 
the whole clause then will be, ‘If any 
one wishes to find matter for boast- 
ing, let it be truly searched for in his 
own actions, and not derived from a 
contrast of his own fancied virtues 
with the faults of others;’ comp. 
Hammond in loc. True Christian 
xavxnua, like St. Paul’s, must be 
found either in a deep and thankful 
acknowledgment of blessings and suc- 
cesses (€v Kuply xavxydoOw, 2 Cor. x. 
17), or in afflictions and weakness 
(2 Cor. xi. 30, xii. §), which still 
more show forth both the mercy and 
the mighty power of the Lord ; comp. 
2 Cor. xii. 9. 
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5. &kaoros ydp] ‘ For each man ;’ 
confirmatory clause standing in close 
connexion with the last words of ver. 
4, and assigning the reason why a 
man would have little real ground or 
justice for claiming spiritual supe- 
riority over his neighbour: he had 
only to look at himself, to see that he 
bad his own burden to bear; xai od 
Kdxetvos Td Udtov gpoptloy Bacrdcere, 
CEcum. doprtoy] ‘load ;’ 
not identical with the preceding 
Bdpos, ver. 2 (Vulg., Clarom., Arm., 
—but not any of the other Vv.), 
which perhaps is used as a more 
general term in reference to the com- 
munity at large, while gopr. has a 
more individualizing reference to the 
particular load of sins and infirmities 
which each one, like a wayfarer 
(comp. Wisdom xxi. 6, Xenoph. 
Mem. Il. 13. 6), had to carry: ‘alia 
sunt onera participands infirmitatis, 
alia reddends rationis Deo de actibus 
nostris: illa cum fratribus susten- 
tanda communicantur, hec propria ab 
unoquoque portantur,’ August. de 
Consens. Evang. 11. 30. 72. The 
qualitative and humbling distinction 
of Chrys. (rots dvéuace tot poprlouv xat 
THs axGogoplas midfwy alradv rd 
ovve.dés), and the quantitativeof Beng. 
(‘gopriov, par ferentis viribus : Bdoy 
quz excedunt’) do not appear so 
natural or probable. The allusion 
which Conyb. here finds to Asop’s 
well-known fable (the IIfjpa: dvo? p. 
165, ed. De Furia) is not very plau- 
sible, as the point of the fable and the 
tenor of this verse are far from being 
identical. Bacrdcre] 
‘ shall bear,’ scil. ‘has to bear,’ ‘ must 
bear.’ Thefuture does not here refer to 
the day of judgment (Theod., al.; see 
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ch. v. 10), nor even (like ée) to the 
future period when the conviction is 
arrived at, ‘will find he has to bear’ 
(Windisch., al.), but is appy. used 
ethically, in ref. to what according to 
the nature of things must be the case; 
comp. notes on Eph. v. 31, Thiersch, 
de Pent. Ill. 15, p. 158 sq., and see 
exx. in Jelf, Gr. § 406. 3, and Bern- 
hardy, Synt. x. 5, p. 377. It was 
not so much from a sense of future 
responsibility, as from a consciousness 
of present wnavoidable dxPodopla, 
that a man would be led to think 
humbly of himself and kindly of his 
neighbour. The observation of Fritzsche 
on the use of the future is worthy of 
citation ; ‘Futurum in sententia ge- 
nerali recte ponitur, quandoquidem 
rei que in nullum tempus non conve- 
nire videatur, etiam futuro tempore 
locum futurum esse jure sumitur,’ on 
Rom. vii. 3, Vol. 11. p. 9. 

6. xowevelrw 8&8 «.7.A.] ‘but let 
him that ts instructed share with, &c. , 
exhortation to the duty of sharing 
temporal blessings with others, placed 
in contrast (5¢) to the foregoing decla- 
ration of individual responsibility in 
spiritual matters. With regard to 
the construction there is some little 
doubt whether xowvwvety is here transi- 
tive (‘sit benignus in magistrum in 
omni bonorum genere’ Fritz. Rom. 
l.c.; comp. Chrys., racav éridecxvicOw 
wept avrov Sayirecav), or intransitive. 
The verb has three constructions in 
the N. T. ; (a) with gen. of the thing, 
only Heb. ii. 14; (5) with dat. of 
thing, the common construction, Rom. 
xii. 13, xv. 27, 1 Tim. v. 22, 1 Pet. iv. 
13, 2 John 11; (c) dat. of person, 
the thing under the regimen ofa prep., 
Phil. iv. 15. In all these instances 
(even in Rom. xii. 13) the meaning 
seems clearly intransitive. The same 


appears to be the meaning in the pre- 
sent case: for though the transitive 
constr. is lexically admissible (Thom. 
Mag. xowwvd goa dv Exw, dyrl rod 
Meradldwut), and yields a perfectly 
good sense, still the prevailing use of 
kowwvety in the N. T., the analogy 
of construction between this passage 
and Phil. iv. 15, ovdeula woe éxxrAnola 
éxowwwynoev els Adbyow Sbcews Kai 
Ajmyews, and the general context 
supply arguments in favour of the 
intransitive meaning, which seem dis- 
tinctly to preponderate. 

dS xarnxotp. rov Adyov] ‘he that is in- 
structed in THE word,’ scil. in the 
Gospel (see Acts xv. 7, Toy Adyov Tou 
evayyeAlouv, and comp. Luke i. 2), vay 
Aéyov being the accus. of reference, 
or what is termed ‘ the qualitative ob- 
ject’ (Hartung, Casus, p. 55, 61) after 
the pass. part. xaryxotvmevos (Acts 
xviii. 25) ; see Winer, Gr. § 32. 5, p. 
104, and esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 25, 
compared with § 16, ad fin. With 
regard to the meaning of xarnxyéw 
which has here been somewhat unduly 
pressed, we may observe that the word 
appears to have four meanings; (a) 
sono; dvri rol #x@, Suidas; (8) sono 
impleo; comp. Lucian, Jup. Trag. 
39, xarddouvcr xal xarnxotar; (y) vivd 
voce erudio, mporpémouat xal rapawe, 


Suid.; comp. Syr. Sia. [qui 
Vo 


audit}, Ath., andsee Joseph. Vit. § 69, 
where this meaning seems con- 
firmed by the context dA7Oeay éuap- 
Tuper; and lastly (5), with a more 
general and unrestricted reference, 
edoceo (d:ddoxw, Hesych., Zonaras), 
—appy. the meaning in the present 


case (‘sa laisida,’ Goth., 123ZAsc» 


oUF a 
{qui instituit] Syr.-Phil), and in the 
majority of the passages in the N. T. 


GALATIANS VI. 6—8. 


o ~ ~ ~ a 
AGYov TH KaTnXoUvTt ev Tacw ayaBois. 


129 


7 pn wrAavacbe, 


Oeos ov puxrnpiCera. 6 yap éav oreipy &vOpwros, TovTO 


Ka Oepicet 8 


(Luke i. 4, Acts xviii. 25, Rom. ii. 
18,—perhaps even 1 Cor. xiv. 20, 
Acts xxi. 21, 24), in which it occurs ; 
the idea of oral teaching being 
merged in that of general instruc- 
tion however communicated. On the 
use of the word, esp. in Eccl. writers, 
see Suicer, Thesaur. s. v. Vol. 1. p. 
69 sq., where this word is fully ex- 
plained. dv rac dyalots] 
‘in (sphere of the action of xowwveiv) 
all good things,’ i.e. ‘all temporal 
blessings ;’ compare 1 Cor. ix. 11. 
There does not seem sufficient reason 
for leaving the ancient interpretation, 
KeXeveL Tots wvevLaTiK@y dwoNavovcs 
peradidévat Téy capxix@v, GEcum. : see 
Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. p. 152 note 
(Bohn), The usual objections are 
based on the isolation of the verse 
from ver. § and ver. 7, which this in- 
terpretation is thought to cause. This, 
however, does not appear to be the 
case. The concluding words of ver. 
5, if left without any further addition, 
might have been misconstrued into an 
implied declaration, that it was not 
right to be chargeable on anybody. 
This the Apostle specially, but almost 
parenthetically, obviates, indicating 
with 5¢ (see above) the contrast be- 
tween the spiritual and the temporal 
application. 

7. ph wAavacde] ‘ Be not deceived :’ 
continuation of the subject in a more 
general and extended way, though 
still not without reference to the sub- 
ject of the special command. This 
solemn and emphatic mode of admo- 
nition is used by St. Paul in two 
other passages, 1 Cor. vi. 9, and xv. 
33; in the former with reference to 
an evil act, in the latter to an evil 
conclusion, just mentioned. In the 
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present case the reference appears 
rather to what follows; though a 
reference to what precedes (‘pre- 
stringit tenaces,’ Parsus) need not be 
excluded. Ignatius uses the same 
form, Eph. 5, 10, Philad. 3, Smyrn. 
6. od pvernperar] ‘is 
not (actually, or with impunity) 
mocked ;’ ‘non irridetur,’ Vulg. This 
emphatic word is used several times in 
the LXX, and occasionally in later 
classical writers: puxrnplfew Aéyouev 
rovs éy T@ duaralfew rwas rovTd rws 
Td wépos (uuKTiipa) érioravras, Etym., 
M. 8. v. puxrihp, p. 594 (ed. Gaisf.). 
Elsner (Obs. Vol. 11. p. 199) has illus- 
trated this meaning by a few examples, 
e.g. Quintil. Jnst. viiI. 6. §9, Sueton. 
August. 4, Cicero, Epist. Fam. xv. 19. 
In Hippoc. p. 1240 D, it occurs in the 
sense of ‘ bleeding at the nose.’ 
& ydp ldv «.7.A.] ‘ for whatsoever a 
man soweth,; confirmation of the 
truth of the preceding assertion by 
means of a significant image (comp. 
Matth. xiii. 39) derived from the na- 
tural world. totro Kal 
Oeplorer] ‘ this—and nothing else than 
this—shall he also reap ;’ the xat with 
its ascensive force pointing to the regu- 
larly developed issues. Wetst. in loc. 
aptly cites Cic. de Orat. 11.65, ‘ut se- 
mentem feceris ita metes.’ On thistext 
see two sermons by Farindon, Serm. 
LXI., LXII. Vol. 1. p. 528q. (Lond. 1849). 
8. Sr. d omelpwv] ‘ because he thatis 
sowing; reason for the concluding 
rovro kal Geploe, and exemplification 
of it in spiritual things; he that is 
sowing one kind of seed (the Spirit) 
will reap the regular products and de- 
velopments of that seed ; he that is 
sowing another (the flesh), those of 
that other: Wowep yap éwi Tay omrep- 
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Wowouvres py eyKaK@pev 
pdrwy otk Em orelpovra dpdfBous 
(vetches) otrov dujoas det yap rod 
avrov yévous Kal Tov omdpov elvar Kal 
rov dunréy, Chrys. els 
Tiv cdpKa éavtod] ‘unto, or for, his 
own flesh,’ not ‘in carne sua,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. ; for though the flesh and the 
Spirit are represented under the image 
of two corn-fields, in which seed is 
sown, and from which the harvest is 
gathered, the meaning of els is still 
not local (‘im, tanquam in agrum,’ 
Beng.), but, in accordance with its 
more usual meaning, ethical (‘ carni 
suz,’ Beza, comp. Copt.); the prepp. 
used inthe N. T. in a strictly local 
sense being appy. év and él, —the 
former in reference to the enclosure in 
which the seed is sown (Matth. xiii. 
24, 27, ib. 19, and metaphorically, 
Mark iv. 15),—the latter to the spot 
on which it is cast (Matth. xiii. 20, 
23, Mark iv. 16, 20, 31). In the ex- 
pression els ras axdvOas (Matth. xiii. 
22, Mark iv. 18) e/s rather means 
‘among ;' comp. Plato, Leg. vill. 839 
A. The force of the pronoun 
éavrod must not be overlooked, self- 
ashness being implied as well as car- 
nality ; ‘caro suwitate dedita est,’ 
Beng: compare Aquinas (cited by 
Windisch.), ‘sed nota quod cum agit 
de seminatione carnis dicit, in carne 
sud, quia caro est nobis, de natura 
nostr& ; sed cum loquitur de semine 
Spiritus non dicit swo, quia Spiritus 
non est nobis a nobis, sed a Deo.’ 

0opdv] ‘corruption,’—of the whole 
man, both body and soul ; not merely 
in the narrower physical sense of 
‘decay’ (kal yap atra POelpovrar Kal 
oupdbelper 7d cGpa, Chrys.) ; but also 
in the fuller ethical sense of ‘ corrup- 
tion of soul,’ in which of course eternal 


a 
9 ro de Kadov 


KaLow yap ide: Oepicomev an 


death and ‘destruction’ (Hesych. 
@Oopd* b\eOpos) are involved and im- 
plied ; see 2 Pet. i. 4, ii. 12, 19, and 
comp. Rom. vi. 21, 22. The use, 
however, of @0opd rather than dmw- 
Nela (Phil. iii. 19), —though it possibly 
may be introduced as more applicable 
to sdpt (Schott),—seems to preclude 
our adopting ‘ destruction’ as the pr7- 
mary meaning ; see Stier, Ephes. Vol. 
II, p. 180. Loh aloviov] 
‘eternal life,’ Swhv, in contrast to the 
preceding @0opdy (comp. Psalm cilii. 
4, Jonah ii. 6), and that too, as the 
nature of the principle to which the 
sowing is made distinctly suggests, — 
On the meaning of the term 
aldjvos, comp. notes on 2 Thess. i. 9. 
g. Td St Kaddv movotvres] ‘ But in 
well-doing let us, &c. ;’ exhortation to 
perseverance in the form of sowing 
just mentioned, the dé idiomatically 
introducing an address after foregoing 
details (comp. Eurip. Rhes. 165, val, 
kai Sixaca ratra rdéac 6¢ pro Ody k.T.X.), 
and, though practically approaching 
in meaning to ody (‘so let us not’), 
still preserving its proper force in the 
contrast between the corrupted class 
just prominently mentioned, and the 
better class which is now addressed : 
see exx. in Hartung, Partik. 64, 2. 5, 
Vol. 1. p. 166. On the general and in- 
clusive meaning of ré xadév, see notes 
on ver. 10. pt éyxaxdpev] 
‘let us not lose heart.’ Both here and 
in the other passages where the word 
occurs (Luke xviii. 1, 2 Cor. iv. 1, 16, 
Eph. iii. 13, 2 Thess. iii. 13) Lachm. 
and TZtsch. read éyxax. instead of 
éxxax. (Ree., al.), and rightly; as it 
seems very doubtful whether éxxax. is 
@ genuine word at all, and whether its 
occurrence in lexicons and use in later 
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writers (see exx. collected by L. Dind. 
in Steph. Thes. s.v. Vol. v. p. 430) is 
not, as Usteri thinks, entirely due to 
these doubtful readings. At any rate, 
if éxxax. exist, the difference will be 
very slight: éxxaxety may perhaps 
mean, ‘to retire from fear out of any 
course of action,’ (nearly droxaxeiv) ; 
éyxaxeiy, ‘to behave cowardly,’ ‘to 
lose heart,’ when tm it. In Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. (Vol. 1. p. 833), Polyb. 
Hist. tv. 19. 10 is cited in favour of 
éxxaxety, This is an oversight; the 
reading is évexdxnoev, and is actually 
so cited by Rost u. Palm under 
éyxaxéw ; see p. 762. Kaip@ 
(Slp] in due, proper time ; ‘tempore 
prestituto’ (Beza), the time appointed 
by God for the reward to be given: 
comp. xkatpots ldios, t Tim. ii. 6, vi. 
1s. On the present use of the dative 


to denote the space of time within: 


which the action takes place,—more 
correctly expressed with an inserted 
éy (Rom. iii. 26, 2 Thess. ii. 6, al.), 
see notes on 1 Tim. ii. 16, and comp. 
Eph. ii, 12. pt) dxdudpevor] ‘1 
(now) we faint not (in our well-doing’), 
‘provided that we do not;’ hypothe- 
tical use of the temporal participle, 
the present tense pointing to the 
state in which they must now be 
if they would reap hereafter: see 
Kriiger, Sprachl. § 56. 11, and 
exx. in Schmalfeld, Synt. § 207. 
5, p. 418. The simple predi- 
cative connexion with  Oeplcopner 
— (fel2 Xo {et non erit 
molestum nobis] Syr., or the more 
practically adverbial], ‘without faint- 
ing’ (surely not ‘unweigerlich,’ 
Ewald), scil. wévou 8ixa eploouey 
(Theod., Theoph., al., who thus draw 
a contrast between the toilzome nature 
of the earthly, and the unwearying 


nature of the heavenly harvest) does 
not seem satisfactory. For though 
this interpretation cannot be pro- 
nounced grammatically incorrect, on 
account of the use of } rather than 
ov (Riick., Schott),—-the connexion of 
Hy with participles being so distinctly 
the prevailing usage in the N.T. and 
later writers (see notes on ver. 3, and 
comp. exx. in Winer, Gr. § 55. 5, 
p- 428 sq., and in Gayler, Partic. Neg. 
p- 36),—it still must be rejected on 
exegetical grounds, as adding no par- 
ticular force to the general exhorta- 
tion ; whereas the conditional meaning 
serves fully to bring out the mingled 
warning and encouragement (mporpé- 
we. kal épédrxerat, Chrys.), which 
seems to pervade the verse. 

The distinction drawn by Beng. 
between éxxaxety (in velle) and éxNve- 
o8ac (in posse), the former referring to 
the faintness of heart, the latter to 
the unstrung state, and the ‘ (interna) 
virium remissio’ seems fairly tenable : 
see exx. in Steph. Thesaur. s.v., from 
which we may select (though with a 
more simply physical ref.), Plutarch, 
Moral. vi. 613, éxdedupévos xal 
xexunkws. <A sensible sermon on this 
verse will be found in Sherlock, 
Serm. XXxX1X. Vol. II. p. 375 sq. (ed. 
Hughes). 

10. dpa ody] ‘Accordingly then,’ 
‘So then,’ collective and inferential 
exhortation arising immediately out of 
the preceding statements, and bring- 
ing to a natural close the group of 
verses beginning with ver. 6, and the 
more directly hortatory portion of the 
epistle. The proper meaning of dpa, 
rebus tta comparatis, and its primary 
reference to simple ‘progression to 
another step in the argument’ 
(Donalds. Crat. § 192), is here dis- 
tinctly apparent ; its weaker ratioci- 
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native force being supported by the 
collective power of ody: ‘as things 
are so, let us in consequence of their 
being so,’ &c. In Attic Greek this 
combination is only found in the case 
of the interrogative pa; see Herm. 
Viger, No. 292, and on the general 
distinction between dpa and ody, see 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. . p. 717,—but 
comp. Donalds, Gr. § 604, and notes 
on ch. iii. 5. @s katpdv 
txopev] ‘as we have opportunity,’ 7.¢. 
‘an appointed season for so doing ;’ 
not merely ‘ prout, 4.e. quandocunque 
et quotiescunque occasio nascatur’ 
(Wolf), but, ‘as, in accordance with 
the circumstances ;’ see Meyer in loc. 
The particle ws is thus neither causal, 
‘quoniam’ (Ust., al.), nor temporal 
‘dum’ (Vulg., Clarom., Syr.-Phil.), as 
appy. Ign. Smyrn. 9, ws &rt Kxatpov 
Exouev (both, esp. the latter, very 
doubtful meanings in St. Paul’s Epp., 
though not uncommon in classical 
writers ; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. m1. 
p- 759), but has only its simple rela- 
tive force; the true link between this 
and the preceding verse being supplied 
by xarpés (Brown, p. 348) ; ‘as there 
is a xatpds for 7d Oeplfew, so is there 
one for 7d omelpew. As we have it 
then, let us act accordingly and make 
the most of it;’ xarewelye: kal cvvw6 ei, 
Chrys. Hammond (on Phil. iv. 10) 
translates xapdv ‘ability,’ but the 
exx. cited by Wetst. in loc. will show 
this modification to be quite un- 
necessary. Td ayaldy] 
‘that which is good; ‘the thing 
which in each case is good,’ whether 
considered in a spiritual or temporal 
sense. The distinction between 7d 
ka\éy, as implying good in its highest 
sense, and rd dya6év, as referring more 
particularly to kindness, &c. (Baum.- 


Crus.), does not seem tenable in the 
N. T.: a8 7d xaddv includes what is 
beneficent (Matth. xii. 12), as well as 
what is morally good (1 Thess. v. 21), 
so 7d dyaddv includes what is morally 
and essentially good (Rom. ii. 10), 
as well as what is merciful (Philem. 
14, comp. Eph. iv. 28),—dyadwotvny 
as well as evrodav, Heb. xiii. 16; 
comp. notes on 1 Thess. v. 21. 

The reading épyaféue8a adopted by 
Lachm. ed. sterest., (but retracted in 
larger ed.) with AB4J and some mss., 
is rightly rejected by recent editors 
on decidedly preponderant external 
evidence [B'CDEFGK (-cwpe@a), and 
great majority of mss. Vv. and Ff. ] 
and not without some probability of 
the interchange of the o and w (though 
rare in such MSS. as B) being here 
accidental; comp. Scrivener, Collat. 
p. LXIX. sq. Tpos Tovs 
olxelous tis mlor.] ‘wnto them who 
belong unto the fatth.’ The meaning 
of wpds is here not merely the general 
ethical one, with regard to, but the 
particular one, erga ; comp. Eph. vi. 
9, 1 Thess. v. 14 (notes), and exx. in 
Winer, Gr. § 49. h, p. 361. The 
meaning erga, or contra (this latter 
rare if a hostile notion is not implied 
in the verb, Joseph. Apion. 1. 31) 
will result from the context. With 
regard to the peculiar phrase olxetos 
Tijs wlorews, it may be observed that 
it does not appear to involve any 
allusion to ofxos in the peculiar sense of 
‘the house of God’ (Schott), or to any 
especial idea of composing a single 
family (Reuss, Théol. Chrét. Iv. 13, 
Vol. Il. p. 124), as the numerous exx. 
from latter writers of this use of 
olxetos with an abstract subst. (e.g. 
olxetoe dirocodlas, ddvyapxlas, yew- 
ypadlas, rpv¢ijs) all seem to show that 
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tT dere anXikows viv Ypaupac ” éyparva 


seek to have you circumcised to avoid persecution, and to boast of your submission. All true 
boasting, however, must be in Christ and His Cross, 


the adjective has lost its meaning of 
peculiar, and only retains that of 
general though close connexion; see 
Schweigheus. Ler. Polyb. s.v., and 
Wetst. tz loc. A sermon on this and 
the preceding verse, but of no parti- 
cular character, will be found in 
Tillotson, Serm, LXxx1x. Vol. 11. p. 
592 (Lond. 17582). 

11. amnyAlkots tpty ypdppacty 
typaya] ‘in what large letters I have 
written to you.’ The only possible way 
of arriving, even approximately, at 
the meaning of this much-debated 
clause, is to adhere closely to the 
simple lexical meanings of the words. 
These it will be best to notice sepa- 
rately. anA(kos strictly 
denotes geometrical magnitude, ‘ how 
large’ (comp. Plato, Meno, 82, rndixn 
tis Ectac éxelvov ) ypaupy; so too 
Zachar. ii. 3. wnAlxov 7d wAdTOs.. . 
mn Xlkov 7d wAKos) in contradistinction 
to arithmetical magnitude, expressed 
by wécos, ‘how many.’ This mean- 
ing and distinction appear to have 
been observed in the N.T., as in the 
only other passage in which ryXikos 
occurs, Heb. vii. 4, wyAlxos odros, the 
same primary idea of magnitude 
(though in an ethical sense) is dis- 
tinctly recognisable. To assume then 
in the present case (a) any confusion 
of mnXlkos with mécos (Schott, 
Neander, Planting, Vol. I. p. 221, 
Bohn), when there is no trace of such 
a usage either in the N.T. or LXX, 
seems distinctly wneritical ; nor can 
(b) any assumed equivalence with 
woos (‘qualibus literis,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., Arm., ‘wileikaim,’ Goth.; 
comp. Hesych. rnXlxov olov, dzroioy, 
and see Tholuck, Anzeig. 1834, No. 
32), and any reference to the duopdla 
of theletters (Chrys., Theoph. ,@cum., 


Theod. 2; comp. Zonar. Lex. 8.v. r7- 
Alkov’ 7d év duopdlg by. ws rapa TG’ Atro- 
oré\w’ Were x.7.d., Vol. I. p. 3547) 
be pronounced otherwise than purely 
arbitrary; for magnitude does not 
imply shapelessness. We can have 
then no other correct translation than 
simply, ‘how large: &yav pelfoow 
expjoaro ypduuacw, Theod.,—who, 
however, appears to limit the auto- 
graphic portion to what follows. 

yeappara may be interpreted ‘an 
epistle ;' see Acts xxviii. 21, comp. 
t Macc. v. ro, Tgnat. Rom. 8: but 
(a) St. Paul in no other passage so 
uses it, though he has occasion to use 
a word denoting a letter (éricroA}) 
seventeen times; and (0) this species 
of cognate dative, ypdyar ypdupaow 
(comp. elré Adyy, Matth. viii. 8) is 
not found in St. Paul’s Epp., nor has 
here any of the additional force which 
the usage implies (Bernh. Synt. 111. 
16, p. 107), and which alone could 
account for the introduction of a third 
dative (instead of the natural accus.) 
in a sentence of eight words. We 
seem, therefore, forced to adhere to 
the simple meaning, ‘letters, charac- 
ters,’ asin Luke xxiii. 38, 2 Cor. iii. 
7 (Rec.): so Copt. han-skhat, and appy. 
Arm.; the other Vv. are ambiguous. 
typaya] ‘I wrote,’ or in idiomatic 
English,—‘ J have written,’ in ref. to 
the whole foregoing epistle ; not ‘I 
write’ (Scholef. Hints p. 97, Conyb., 
al,), epistolary aorist. The real diffi- 
culty lies in this word, owing to the 
different conclusions to which histo- 
rical and grammatical considerations 
appear respectively to lead us. On 
the one hand it appears distinctly 
(Rom. xvi. 22, 24, 1 Cor. xvi. a1, 
Col. iv. 18, 2 Thess. iii. 17), that St. 
Paul was in the habit of using an 
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12, Sudbdxwvra] Tisch. Sudxovra, with ACFGJK ; many mas. ; few, how- 
ever, will hesitate to consider this an improbable solecism. The text is rightly 
adopted by Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., Alf., with B (Mai) DE, and appy. many 
mess. The transposition tva ui (Rec. with FGJK ; mas.) is rightly rejected by 


nearly all recent editors. 


amanuensis, and of adding only the 
concluding words. From ver. 11 to 
end would seem, then, very probably 
such an addition. But, on the other 
hand, it is very doubtful whether St. 
Paul or any of the writers of the N.T. 
ever use the epistolary aor. éypaya 
exclusively in reference to what follows. 
The aorist in all cases appears to have 
its proper force, either (a) in reference 
to a former letter (1 Cor. v. 9, 2 Cor. 
ii. 3, iv. 9, vii. 12, 3 John g [see 
Lticke in loc.]), or (b) in reference to 
an epistle now brought to its conclu- 
sion (Rom. xv. 15, 1 Pet. v. 12), or 
(c) to a foregoing portion of the epistle 
(1 Cor. ix. 15, 1 John ii. 21 [see Liicke 
and Huther in loc.]; comp. Philem. 
1g), and even stands in a species of 
antithesis to ypdyw in reference to 
what has already been written (1 John 
ii. 14, where see Huth.) ; see Winer, 
Gr. § 40. 5.2, p. 249, and notes on 
Philem. 19. With this partially con- 
flicting evidence it seems impossible to 
decide positively whether St.Paul wrote 
the whole epistle or only the concluding 
portion. On the whole, however, the 
use of &ypaya, especially when con- 
trasted with ypd@w (2 Thess. iii. 17), 
inclines us to the former supposition, 
and we thus conclude, that to prevent 
any possible mistake as to the author- 
ship of the epistle (Chrys. ; comp. 2 
Thess. ii. 2), especially as this was an 
encyclical missive (ch. i. 2, where see 
Olsh.),—St. Paul here deviated from 
his usual custom, and wrote the whole 
letter with his own hand (Chrys., 
Theod., Theoph., Cicum.), and in 


characters, whether from design or in- 
expertness, larger than those of the 
ordinary amanuensis. 

12. Seo. O&doverw] ‘as many as 
wish ; concluding warning against 
the false Teachers whose true motives 
are here exposed, and contrasted with 
those which influenced the Apostle 
(ver. 14). etrpocemica: dy 
cwapkl] ‘to make a fair show in the 
Jlesh,’ not so little as ‘ placere,’ Vulg. 


Clarom., or even coi Des? fut 


glorientur] Syr., but rather ‘ pulchram 
faciem assumere [shi skenho] Copt., 
scil. ‘to wear a specious exterior in 
the earthly, unspiritual element in 
which they move. The verb evxpoo- 
wréw is not used by any earlier 
writer : but from the use of the adj. 
evmpbowros ‘fair and specious’ (Herod. 
vii. 168, Demosth. Coron. p. 277; 
see Elsner, Obs. Vol. 0. p. 200), and 
the similar compounds, ceurvorpoowréw 
(Aristoph. Nub. 363) and gawompoo- 
wréw (Cic. Att. VII. 21), cited by the 
commentators on this verse, the mean- 
ing would appear correctly stated by 
Chrys. as evdoxcue, though not neces- 
sarily rapa dvOpdmos ; see below. The 
appended words éy capxi are com- 
monly explained, either (a) ‘in ob- 
servatione rerum carnalium, ’ with phy- 
sical reference to circumcision ; or (6) 
‘apud homines,’ with reference to 
the judgment and opinions of others, — 
wa dvOpdmros dpéswor, Chrys. rhy 
rapa dvOpwrwv Onpdpeva Sdgav, Theod. 
Both interpretations, however, seem 
distinctly insufficient, as they put 
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out of sight that more profound 
and far-reaching meaning of odpé, 
‘the earthly existence and  con- 
ditions of man,’ ‘notio universa 
rerum externarum’ (Schott), which 
pervades this whole epistle: see notes 
ch. v. 16, and Miiller, on Stn, ch. II. 
ad fin., Vol. 1. p. 353 (Clark). 

otro] ‘these.’ it is this class and this 
pre-eminently, that are engaged in 
constraining you, &c. ; see notes ch. 
iii. 7. TH) TTavpg | ‘ on 
account of the cross,’ not exactly ‘in 
cruce’ (Copt.), but ‘ob crucem’ (Beza), 
scil. ‘ for preaching the doctrine of the 
cross of Christ.’ The dative points 
out the ground or cause of the persecu- 
tion ; comp. Rom. xi. 20, éexAdcOncay 
TH dmiorla, and see Winer, Gr. § 31. 
6, p. 193, Bernhardy, Synt. 111. 14, p. 
102. The ablatival explanation, that 
they may be persecuted tith the cross 
of Christ (‘perpessiones Christi, 2 Cor. 
i. 5,’ Grot., comp. Vulg. ‘crucis Christi 
persecutionem’), either, on the one 
hand, involves an unsatisfactory ex- 
planation of 6 oravpés,—which, as 
Brown (p. 359) rightly observes, in 
such expressions as the present always 
implies the fact of the atoning death 
of Christ,—or, on the other, causes a 
still more untenable meaning to be 
assigned to diwxwvrat, viz. ‘lest the 
doctrine of Christ wear a hostile aspect 
to them,’ as Neand. Planting, Vol. I. 
p. 226 (Bohn). The meaning, ‘that 
they may not follow after,’ Arm. 
(comp. Adth. ‘ut non adheereatis’), is 
wholly untenable. 

13. o8ydp...atro(] ‘ For not 
even they,’ ‘nam ne ipsi quidem,’ 
Beaa,—they of whom it might reason- 
ably have been expected ; confirma- 
tion of the preceding by a statement 
of the openly lax conduct of the Ju- 
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daizers, and of the true motives by 
which they were influenced ; ‘tantum 
abest, ut illorum intersit, a vobis 
legem observari,’ Beng. On the force 
of ovSé—d)dd, see on ch. i. 17. 

of wepirepvdmevor] ‘those who are 
having themselves circumcised,’ ‘ qui 
circumciduntur,’ Vulg. ; pres. part., 
with reference to the prevailing prac- 
tice of the false teachers either in 
respect of themselves or others. The 
explanation of Peile, Hilgenf., al., 
according to which the pres. part. 
mepcreuv. loses its precise temporal 
reference (Winer, Gr. § 45. 7, p. 316) 
and combines with the article to form 
a kind of subst., ‘the party or advo- 
cates of the circumcision’ (comp. obro 
of wepireuvduevar, Acta Pet. et Paul. 
§ 63, cited by Hilgenf.), is plausible, 
but perhaps not necessary; as the use 
of the pres. may be fairly explained on 
the ground that St. Paul includes in 
the idea not merely their conformity 
to the rite (which strictly becomes a 
past act), but their endeavour thereby 
to draw others into the same state, 
which is a presentand continuing act. 
It must be admitted that the reading, 
reptrerpnpévat[ Lachm., Scholz, Rinck, 
Mey., with BJ ; 40 mss.; Clarom., al. ; 
Lat. Ff.] would give a more appro- 
priate sense; the external authorities, 
however[ ACDEK ; Vulg., Syr. (both), 
al.; Marcion, ap. Epiph., Chrys., 
Theodoret, al.], are distinctly in favour 
of the more dificult reading, weptrep- 
vopevot. vépov] ‘the law.’ 
Middleton hereexplains the anarthrous 
véuos as ‘ moral obedience’ (‘the prin- 
ciple of Law,’ Peile), adducing the 
parallel passage, Rom. il. 25; but 
there also, as here, véuos is the Mosaic 
law: see Alford on Rom. l. c. The 
reason why these Judaizers did not 
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keep the law is not to be referred to 
- their distance from Jerusalem (Theod.), 
nor to any similarly extenuating cir- 
cumstances, but, as the context seems 
to show, is to be attributed simply to 
their consummate hypocrisy; see 
Meyer in loe. 
éyv ty tperipg capxi] ‘in YOUR 
jflesh,’—‘ your bodily and ritualistic 
mutilation ;> 7. e. év 7@ xaraxdwrew 
Thy wjyerépay odpka, Theoph.,—not 
their own observances of that law 
for which they are affecting so zea- 
lously to contend. There is no con- 
tradiction between the two motives 
assigned for their enforcement of the 
circumcision. The second, as Usteri 
observes, states positively what the 
first did negatively. They boasted 
that they had not only made Chris- 
tian, but Jewish converts (‘quod vos 
Judaismo implicuerint,’ Beza), and 
thus sought to escape persecution at 
the hands of the more bigoted Jews. 
14. pol St pt yév. xavx.] ‘ But 
from me far be it that I boast ,’ con- 
trasted statement (5¢) of the feelings 
of the Apostle and the substratum on 
which his xavynors alone rested. For 
exx. of this use of yévorro with an inf., 
see Gen. xliv. 7, 17, Josh. xxii. 29, 
al., and Polyb. Hist. xv. 10. 4, undevi 
yévowro wetpay bua NaBeiv. 
év T@ oTravp@] ‘in the cross:’ 2. e. in 
the principle of the sufferings and 
death of Christ being the only means 
whereby we are justified and recon- 
ciled unto God (Rom. v. 9, 10): Kal 
rl dori Td Kavynpa Tov cravpoi ; “Ort 
6 Xprords 5’ éué rdv Soddov, rv ex Opdv, 
Tov dyvwpova’ add’ obrw pe iyydrnoey 
ws kal daurdv éxdodvar dpg, Chrys. 
See a sound sermon on this text by 
Beveridge, Serm. xx1. Vol. I. p. 396 
sq. A. O. Libr.). Sv of] 


‘by whom,’ scil. ‘by whose cruci- 
fixion.’ The relative may refer either 
to oravpés (Theodoret), or to ’Ine. 
Xpirés. It is curious that Baumg. 
Crus. in adopting the latter reference, 
and Windischm. the former, should 
both urge that, on the contrary suppo- 
sition, St. Paul would have written 
év @ instead of 3 od. As far as this 
argument goes, both are right (see 
Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 346, 347), 
though probably the frequent use of 
év in the N. T. with reference to 
Christ is slightly in favour of Win- 
dischm. coinp. Eph. i. 7. The con- 
text, however, is a far surer guide, 
and here, as the important and indeed 
emphasized subject rod Kup. ty. ’Ino. 
Xp. immediately precedes, the relative 
will more naturally seem to refer to 
those words. xdopos] ‘the 
world ;’ ra Buwrixd xpdypara, Chrys. ; 
not ‘res et religio Judaica,’ Schoettg. 
The full meaning has been well ex- 
pressed by Calvin, ‘mundus procul 
dubio opponitur nove creature ; quic- 
quid ergo contrarium est spirituali 
Christi regno mundus est, quia ad 
veterem hominem pertinet. Mundus 
est quasi objectum et scopus veteris 
hominis’ (cited by Peile). The pre- 
sent omission of the article with 
kéopos is very unusual, and only to be 
accounted for by the supposition that 
kéouoes was sometimes practically 
regarded in the light of a proper name : 
in all other places in the N.T., except 
the present, 2 Cor. v. 9, and, some- 
what differently, 2 Pet. ii. 5, the 
omission is only found after a prepo- 
sition (1 Cor. viii. 4, Phil. ii. 15, Col. 
li. 20), or when the noun is under the 
regimen of a preceding substantive 
(John xvii. 24, Rom. i. 28, iv. 13, 
xi, 12, 15, Eph. i. 4, al.); see Middl., 
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15. ore ydp] So Tisch. with B; 17; Syr. (both), Goth., Sah., A&th., Arm.; 
Chrys., Syncell. ; Hieron., Aug. (De W., Mey., Bagge, Alf.,) much commended 
by Griesb.; approved by Mill, Prolegom. p. 84). The longer reading, év yap 
Xpior@ "Inoob is found in ACDEFGJK ; Vulg., Clarom,, Copt., &th.-Platt, 
Syr-Phil. with asterisk; Theod., Dam.; Ambrst., al. (Rec., Scholz, Lachm.). 
The external evidence is thus very strong ; still, the probability that the longer 
reading is a gloss from ch. v. 6, seems 80 great that, supported as we are by 


ancient Vv., we do not hesitate in adhering to the shorter reading. 


The 


reading loxver (Rec. with D§JK ; mas.; al.), has less claim on attention. 


Gr. Art. p. 350 (ed. Rose), Winer, 
Gr. § 19, p. 112. Whether 
in the concluding member the article 
is to be retained or rejected (Lachm.) 
is very doubtful. The external autho- 
rity [ABC'D!IFG ; 17, Orig. (3), Ath., 
al.|] for xécpuw is very strong ; still as 
an omission to conform with the pre- 
ceding member seems highly probable, 
and the external authority [C*D°EJK ; 
nearly all mss.; Clem., Orig. (7), and 
many Ff.) of considerable weight, we 
retain with TZisch., Meyer, al., the 
longer reading 7@ xédcpuy. 
dpol] ‘to me,’ dative of what is termed 
‘ethical relation,’—a usage of this 
case which is more fully developed in 
the dat. commodi or tncomm.; see 
Winer, Gr. § 31.4, p. 190, Bernhardy, 
Synt. 111.9, p- 85, Kriiger, Sprachl. 
§ 48.5. This reciprocal crucifixion is 
a forcible mode of expressing the utter 
cessation of all communion between 
the Apostle and the world: as Schott 
well observes, ‘ alter pro mortuo habet 
alterum ; comp. John vi. 56, 2 Thess. 
i. 12, 1 Cor. vi. 13. On the profound 
significance of these expressions of 
union with Christ, comp. Reuss, 
Théol. Chrét. rv. 16, Vol. 11. p. 164. 
15. otre yap] ‘ For neither ;’ ex- 
planatory confirmation of the prece- 
ding words 3¢ 06 x.r.d.: eldes cravpot 
Sivan, . . . . 00 yap 5H névoy 7a TOU 
xéopou «mpdypara évéxpwoey aire 


wdyra, G\\Q Ta THs Worirelas THs 
watatas dvwrepoy woA\A®@ KaréoTn~Ee, 
Chrys. On the reading, see critical 
note. kati) kriots] ‘a 
mew creature. Kriois has two mean- 
ings in the N.T. ; active, ‘the act of 
creation’ (Rom. i. 20), passive, ‘ the 
thing created,’—whether personal and 
individual (2 Cor. v. 17), or imperso- 
nal and collective (Rom. viii. 19). 
Either meaning will suit the present 
passage ; the latter, perhaps (comp. 
2 Cor. v. 17, et Tes ev Xpiorg, xawh 
xriots) is most probable. The form of 
expression may possibly have origi- 
nated from the use of the similar term 
mom «m3, to denote proselytes 
(Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 328); 
the meaning, however, and applica- 
tion, is here, of course, purely Chris- 
tian. On these words see an admirable 
sermon by Hammond, Serm. xxvii. 
Part. II. p. 380 sq. (A.C. Libr.), comp. 
also Beveridge, Serm. x1x. Vol. I. p. 
342 sq. (A. C. Libr.), and five sermons 
by Tillotson, Serm. Vol. ll. p. 324 
sq. (Lond. 1752.). 

16. Kal Sco] ‘and as many as 
walk ;’ prominent specification of the 
personal subjects in regard of whom 
the prayer is offered, the nominatival 
clause standing isolated, and passing 
kar’ dvyaxo\ovilay into another struc- 
ture ; see Jelf. Gr. § 477. 1. 

The reading is doubtful. On the one 
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hand, the fut. crotxjcovow is fairly 
supported [B (Mai.) C?JK; mass.; 
Vulg.; Chrys., Theod.], and perhaps 
not quite so likely to have been 
changed from the pres. as vice versd. 
Still, on the other, as the external 
evidence [AC!DEFG ; mas.; Clarom. ; 
Syr. (both), Goth., Copt. (appy.), 
Arm.; Chrys., Jerome, Aug., al.] is 
very strong, and the change to a 
future, as pointing out the course the 
Galatians were to follow, not wholly 
improbable, we adopt with Tisch., De 
W., al. the present crocxoicw,. 

T® xavovi Totr@] ‘according to this 
rule,’ scil. of faith; xavdva éxddece 
Thy mpoxerpévny Sidackarlay, Theod. 
It is perhaps slightly doubtful whether 
we are here to adopt the more literal 
meaning of xavwy, ‘directing line’ 


(Mey.), Ino [semitam] Syr.) 


or the more derivative meaning 
‘maxim,’ ‘norma vivendi’ (garaideinai, 
Goth., heg [lex] AXth.); the former 
seems, at first sight, in better accord- 
ance with orotxovow, but as this verb 
is used above (ch. v. 16) with but little 
tinge of its physical meaning (con- 
trast Rom. iv. 12), and a8 xkavwy may 
very naturally be referred to the prin- 
ciple stated in ver. 15, the latter and 
metaphorical meaning (Tw xavdve kal 
7p Siaxq Tavry, GEcum.) is here to 
be preferred. On the derivative 
meaning of xavwy, see an article by 
Planck, in Comment. Theol. Vol. 1. 1, 
p. 209 sq. and for exx. Elsner, 06s. 
Vol. I. p. 201. The dat. 
is obviously the dativus norme ; see 
notes on ch. v. 16, Winer, Gr. § 31. 
6, p. 193, Fritz. Rom. xiii. 13, Vol. 
Ill. p. 142. elpfvy én’ 
avrovs] ‘peace be upon them,’ ‘super 
illos,’ Vulg., Clarom., not perhaps 
without some idea of peace and mercy 


coming down upon them from heaven 
(Mey.); comp. Acts xix. 6, 2 Cor. 
xii. g. It has been urged (De W.) 


that éorly or fora (Syr. Joos, 


comp. Chrys.) is here to be supplied 
rather than ef7, and that the verse is 
to be regarded as declaratory, and not 
benedictory. Both the position of the 
verse, however, and the significant 
union of elpyvy and eos (1 Tim. i. 
2, 2 Tim. i. 2, 2 John 3, Jude 2) 
seem in favour of the ordinary con- 
struction ; érnvéaro roy EXeov kal Thy 
elpjvnv, Theod. The order (contrast 
1 Tim. i. 2, 2 Tim. i. 2, Jude 2) may 
be due to the fact that the Apostle 
desires to put the effect before the 
‘causa efficiens’ (Mey.) as more in 
harmony with the re-assuring cha- 
racter of the benediction, or arises 
merely from the feeling that in the 
absence of xdpis, elpjvn formed the 
more natural commencement. Jude 
2 is rather different owing to the addi- 
tion of dydrn. On the meaning of 
&\eos, a8 involving not only ‘ miseri- 
cordia’ (olxripudés), but ‘ipsum miseris 
succurrendi studium,’ see Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 69, 8q. Kal él 
tov Iopaid tot Geot] ‘and upon the 
Israel of God.’ Itis doubtful whether 
kal is explicative, ‘namely, upon the 
Israel of God,’ or simply copulative. 
The explanatory «al, though needlessly 
obtruded on several passages of the 
N.T., is still distinctly found in St. 
Paul’s Epp. (contr. De Wette), see 
Fritz. Rom. ix. 23, Vol. II. p. 339, 
Winer, Gr. § 53. 3, p. 388. Still, 
as it is doubtful whether «al is ever 
used by St. Paul in so marked an ex- 
plicative force as must here be assigned 
(the exx. cited by Meyer, 1 Cor. iii. 5, 
vill, 12, xv. 38, do not seem conclu- 
sive), and as it seems still more doubt- 
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emt Tov "Iopanr tov Qecov. 
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17 rou Notrov 


Trouble me not; I KOTWOUS Mot pndets TA pexXeTo eyo yap Ta 


am Christ’s aocre- 
dited servant. 


BacraCw. 
ful whether Christians generally could 
he called ‘the Jsrael of God’ (con- 
trast Brown, p. 382), the simple 
copulative meaning seeins most pro- 
bable (Ps. Ambr., Grot., Est.). St. 
Paul includes all in his blessing, of 
whatever stock and kindred; and 
then, with his thoughts turning (as 
they ever did) to his own brethren 
after the flesh (Rom. ix. 3), he pauses 
to specify those who were once Israel- 
ites according to the flesh (1 Cor. x. 
18), but now are the Israel of God 
(‘rod Oeod auctorem innuit, quem 
Deus veluti peculium suum reddidit,’ 
Schott),—true spiritual children of 
Abraham. 

t7, Tod Aowwot] ‘Henceforth ;’ not 
for dd rod Nowwod (Bos, Ellips. p. 461, 
Brown), or for Aowrdy (Bloomf.), 
though commonly used both for it and 
7d Aowrdy in later writers (Bernh. 
Synt. 1. 36, p. 145), but the correct 
temporal genitive, denoting ‘the 
time within which,’ or at some epoch 
of which the action is represented as 
taking place; comp. Madvig, Synt. 
§ 66. a. Thus, taken sérictly, roi 
Aovwol x.7T.A. is, ‘let no one at any 
time in the future,’ &c., 7d Aordy 
x.7T.r., ‘let no one during the future,’ 
&c.; comp. Herm. ad Vig. No. 26, 
‘7d Aowdy dicitur et Tod Aowoi, hoc 
discrimine, quod rd Aourdy continuum 
et perpetuum tempus significat; roi 
Aouwrod autem repetitionem ejusdem 
facti reliquo tempore indicat.’ The 
general temporal genitive, it may be 
remarked, appears to be more correctly 
referred to the partitive force of that 
case, than to ideas either of origina- 
tion or antecedence (Hartung, Casus, 
p. 34, Jelf, Gr. § 523), or of posses- 


t ~ 
OTLYMATAa TOU 


2 | ~ 9 a , , 
y7OU EV TWH GWPATLE fou 


sion (Alf.); see Scheuerl. Syné. § 15, 
p. 100, Donalds. Gr. § 451. 

xétrovs wapexérw) ‘cause trouble ;’ 
surely not by obliging the Apostle to 
send further letters, but by troubling 
his spirit by their instability (cadev- 
éuevor, Gicum.), and still more, as the 
next clause shows, by thwarting his 
apostolic authority. éya 
yap] ‘for J;’ reason for the command ; 
the éyw being emphatic and in oppo- 
sition to the false teachers,—not to 
pendeis (De W.), unless considered as 
one of them, —and the ydp introducing 
the fact that he was a fully accredited 
servant of Christ: els ¢é8ov miecdva 
uBdr\Xr(uWv Kal wyyvds Tous wap atrod 
reOévras véuous, Chrys. 

7a orlypata} ‘the marke ,;’ the local 
addition év rg cwparl pov necessarily 
referring the term to the wounds and 
scars and outward tokens of the perse- 
cutions and sufferings which the Apo- 
stle had undergone in the service of 
Christ ; comp. 2 Cor. xi. 23 sq. 
There is appy. further a distinct allu- 
sion to the marks burnt on slaves to 
denote whom they belonged to; comp. 
Herod. vul. 233, éorigov orlyp. Bace- 
Ajia, Martial, Epigr. xu. 61, ‘stig- 
mate non meo,’ and especially Dey- 
ling, Observ. Sacr. Vol. 111. No. 43, 
P. 423 8q., where the various classes 
of orvyparopépot are enumerated, and 
the whole subject copiously illustrated. 
The gen. Incod thus indicates, neither 
origin (‘auctore Christo,’ Gom.), nor 
remote reference to (‘propter Chris- 
tum,’ Pisc.; comp. Olsh.,—a most 
doubtful translation both here and 
2 Cor. i. 5), but simply the owner: 
the marks attested who the Apostle’s 
Master was; and were the ‘signa 
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Benediction. 
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18 "HH xapis tov Kupiov juev "Inoov 


xX nw 4 “~ r ea mn) C 9 , 
pteToU META TOU TVEULATOS ULWY, a eAcbot* apnv. 


militis Christi que me comprobant 
ejus esse,’ Gloss. Interl. (cited by 
Bagge). The insertion of Kuplov 
before ’Incod (Rec.) is fairly supported 
[C2DIEJK ; mss. Vulg., Clarom., Syr. 
(both), Goth., Aith.-Platt), but owing 
to the variations (D' FG, judy ’I. X.; 
Copt., ith.-Pol., al., rod Xp.; al. ali- 
ter) rightly rejected by Lachm., Tisch. 
[with ABC!; mss. ; Amit.,—but not 
ith., Arm., as Tisch., Alf. ] in favour 
of the text. 
Bacrdto] ‘I bear ;’ either in the 
‘sensus molestus’ of ch. v. 10, vi. 5, 
or perhaps, with some solemnity, in 
ref, to the dignifying nature of his 
Master's marks: ovx clrev, &xw, 
and, Bacrd{w, worep Tis érl rporalos 
béya ppovov  onpelos Baccr«xots, 
Chrys. ; comp. Acts ix. 15, Baordoat 
7d Svoud pov, and Clem. Hom, ap. 
Coteler. Vol. I. p. 6y2, elxédva OQceod 
Baord fev. 

18. xdpts «.7.A.] On the varied 


nature of the Apostle’s concluding 
benedictions, see the exx. and illus- 
trations in notes on 1 Thess. v. 28. 
pera Tod mvetparos bpov] ‘be with 
your spirit; not appy. with any allu- 
sion to the odpt (dmrdyww atrov’s ray 
capxuxGy, Chrys.), but simply with re- 
ference to the mvedua as the ‘potion: 
pars’ of man (‘hominem a potiori 
parte sic antiquis dici Theologis, nec 
novum nec inusitatum est,’ Heinsius, 
Exerc. p. 429), and, not improbably 
to the fact that it is in the spirit of 
man that the operations of grace make 
themselves felt; r7 yux7 Thy xdpw 
érevxerar yevéoOat, Cicum.; comp. 
Philem, 25, 2 Tim. iv. 22, and notes 
in loc. a5eApol]} Here 
the unusual position of the word seems 
to be intentional: they were indeed 
brethren, and though for a while se- 
vered from the Apostle, and the sub- 
jects of his censure, still brethren in 
their common Lord. 


TRANSLATION. 


NOTICE. 


THE general principles on which this translation has been drawn 
up are explained in the Preface. I will here only again remind 
the reader that, as a general rule, I have not departed from the 
Authorized Version, unless it appears to be either «incorrect, 
inexact, insufficient, obscure, or (see Notice to Transl. of Past. 
Epp.) noticeably inconsistent in its translations of more important 
expressions. These deviations are all stated in the notes, and if 
not there specially alluded to, or self-evident, will be found to 
depend on reasons assigned in the Commentary. I have also sub- 
joined, in all the more important cases, citations from eight of the 
older versions, viz., those of Wiclif, Tyndale, Coverdale (Bible), 
Coverdale (Testament), Cranmer, Geneva, Bishops’, and Rheims. 
For the citations from five of these (Wiclif’s, Tyndale’s, Cranmer's, 
the Genevan and Rhemish Versions), I am indebted to THE 
Enouisn Hexapia of Messrs. Bagster. Those from Coverdale 
have been taken respectively from the first edition of his Bible in 
1535 (now made accessible to the general reader by the reprint of 
the same publishers), and from the same venerable translator’s 
Duglott Testament of 1538, which, though expressly taken from 
the Latin, still contains some interesting and suggestive transla- 
tions. The citations from the Bishops’ Bible are derived from the 
second and slightly amended edition of 1572, a copy of the N. T. 
portion of which, in small portable quarto, appy. differing only 
from the folio edition in the modes of spelling, has been sometimes 
used for the sake of convenience. All these extracts, though but 
of doubtful authority in disputed texts, will still be found 
frequently to suggest useful alternative renderings, and will also 
give the reader such a practical acquaintance with the principles 
on which the Authorized Version was drawn up, as will tend to 
make him thankfully acknowledge, that it is truly, what Selden 
termed it, ‘ the best translation in the world.’ 

The abbreviations in the notes will, I think, easily explain 
themselves. It may be only necessary to remark, that where an 
asterisk is affixed to a citation from the Auth. Version, the 
deviation in the text has arisen from a different reading. In the 
text, the italics (which slightly differ from those in the first edition 
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of the Auth, Vers.) denote, as usual, words not in the original ; 
the small capitals mark words which are emphatic in the original, 
but which could not occupy an emphatic position in the transla- 
tion, without harsh inversions. 

In the present edition, a few emendations (especially in refer- 
ence to the aorist) have been introduced into the translation, and 
a few additional comments, either on the reasons for the changes, 
or on general principles of translation, inserted in the notes: see 
Notice to Translation of the Epp. to the Thessalonians, p. 132. 

As the subject of a revision of the Authorized Version is now 
becoming more and more one of the questions of the day, I again 
desire to remind the reader that the Revised Version which 
follows is only one designed for the closet (see Pref. to Pastoral 
Epp. p. xvi.), and that it is in no way to be considered as a 
specimen of what might be thought a desirable form of an authori- 
tative Revision. The more experience I gain in the difficult task 
of revising, the more convinced am I of the utter insufficiency and 
hopelessness of any single translator’s efforts to produce a Version 
for general purposes. The individual may sometimes suggest 
something more or less worthy of passing consideration, but it is 
from the collective wisdom of the many that we must alone look 
for any hopeful specimen of a revision of the noble Version at 
present in use. 


THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS. 


CHAPTER I. 1. 


AUL an apostle, not from men neither by man, but by 
Jesus Christ, and God the Father who raised Him 

from the dead,—’and atu the brethren which are with 
me, unto the churches of Galatia. * Grace be to you and 
peace from God the Father, and our Lord Jesus Christ, 
‘who gave Himself for our sins, that He might deliver 
us out of the present evil world, according to the will of 


CuapTeR I. 1. From] ‘Of,’ Auth. | is not merely the neuter of ‘ who,’ but 
and the other Vv. Though it does nct | is a compound word ; Latham, £ngl. 
seem desirable in every case to change | Lang. § 305. 4 (ed. 3.). 
the familiar ‘of’ of Auth. into the 3. And our] ‘And from our,’ Auth. 
now more usual ‘ from,’ it is perhaps | and the other Vv. except Wicl., ‘of.’ 
better to do so in most of the cases | It seems desirable to leave out the 
where it is used as a translation of | preposition in the second member, as 
adwé: where, on the other hand, éx is | more true to the original ; see notes 
used, ‘of’ (‘ out of’) will oftenbe found | on PAil. i. 2 (Transl.). 

a@ very convenient translation; see 4. Out of] So Coverd. (Test.): 
notes on ch. iii, 16. With regard to | ‘from,’ Auth. and the remaining 
dcd, it is nearly impossible to laydown | Vv. In the next words it seems 
any fixed principles of translation: | better to retain Auth. (changing ‘this’ 
where the idva of medium is designedto | into ‘the’), as the transl. ‘ world of 
be expressed with especial distinctness, | evil’ (ed. 1), though better preserv- 
we may adopt ‘through,’ but where | ing the unusual order of the Greek, 
this is not the case, the inclusive ‘by’ | might be thought to imply in the 
(‘agent, instrument, cause, means,’ | original the existence of a gen. of 
Johnson) will be found sufficiently | quality. Neither of the usual trans- 
exact, and commonly much more | lations, ‘world,’ or ‘age’ (though the 
idiomatic. former perhaps more nearly) give 

2. Which] It may be here observed ; the exact meaning of aldv; the best 
that archaisms, as such, are not re- | paraphrase seems, ‘ spirit of the age ;’ 
moved from the Authorized Version | see notes on Eph. ii. 2. God 
except where a positive error is in- | and our Father] Scholefield (Hinis on 
volved. Herethereis none ; ‘which’ | 1 Cor. xv. 24), while fully admitting 
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God and our Father: ' to whom de the glory for ever and 
ever. Amen. 

* I marvel that ye are so soon changing over from Him 
that called you im the grace of Christ, unto a different 
gospel: ’ which is not another; save that there are some 
who trouble you, and desire to pervert the Gospel of Christ. 
® Howbeit even if we, or an angel from heaven, should preach 
any gospel unto you contrary to that which we preached unto 
you, let him be accursed. ° As we have said before, so say 
I now again, If any man preacheth any gospel unto you 
contrary to that which ye received, let him be accursed. 


the reference of the gen. only to the 
latter noun, suggests the omission of 
the copula in translation (so Syr., 
/Eth.) as more conformable to the 
idiom of our language. As, however, 
there are several cases where the 
copula is omitted in the Greek, and 
others, as here, where it is inserted, it 
seems best, in so solemn a designa- 
tion, to preserve the distinction by 
a special and even peculiar transla- 
tion : so Vulg., Clarom., Copt., Arm., 
and Syr.-Philox. 

5. The glory] ‘Glory,’ Auth. As the 
art. is appy. here used xar’ éfox Hv 
(see notes), and may be inserted in 
this passage without seriously viola- 
ting English idiom, it seems best to 
follow here the usage of Awth. in 
Matth. vi. 13 (Rec.). 

6. Changing over] ‘ Removed,’ 
Auth.; ‘moved,’ Wicl.; ‘turned,’ 
Tynd., Cov. (both), Cran., Gen., Bish. ; 
‘transferred,’ Rhem. By] So 
Cran.: ‘into,’ Auth., Wicl., Rhem. ; 
‘in,’ Tynd., Cov., Bish. ; ‘unto,’ Cov. 
(Test.), Gen. : see notes. A 
different] ‘Another,’ Auth. and all 
the other Vv. 

7. Save that] So Cov. (Test.) : ‘ but 
there be some that,’ Auth. ; ‘but that 
there be some,’ Wicl., Tynd., Cov., 
Crammer, Gen., Bish.; ‘unless,’ 
Rhem. The present participle 


might at first sight seem to suggest 
the use of theauxiliary ‘are troubling ;’ 
as, however, ol rapdocovres is equi- 
valent to a kind of substantive, 
and serves to mark the characteristic 
of the false teachers, the (iterative) 
present is more appropriate ; comp. 
Latham, Engi. Lang. § 573 (ed. 3.). 

8. Howbeit] Similarly Cov., Bish., 

‘neuerthelesse:’ ‘but,’ Auth. and 
the remaining Vv. Even tf} 
‘Though,’ Auth. and the other Vv. 
except Rhem., ‘although.’ 
Should preach] ‘ Preach,’ Auth. and 
all the other Vv. The idea of future 
contingency involved in the use of 
éay with subj. (Herm. Viger, No. 312), 
may here be suitably expressed by 
inserting should. Any gospel, &c.] 
‘Any other gospel unto you than,’ 
Auth. Tynd., Cov., Cran., Bish. ; 
‘otherwaies than,’ Gen.; ‘ beside 
that,’ Wicl., Rhem. Preached] 
‘Have preached,’ Auth. and the other 
Vv. 

9. Have said] So Coverd. (both), 
Rhem.: ‘said,’ Auth. and the remain- 
ning Vv. Preacheth] ‘Preach,’ . 
Auth. ; change to the indicative to 
preserve the opposition of moods in 
original: see notes on 2 Thess. iii. 14. 
(Transi.). Any gospel, &c.] ‘Other 
gospel unto you than that,’ Auth. 
Received] ‘ Have received,’ Auth. and 
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For now am I making men my friends, or God? or am I 


seeking to please men? 


if I were stitu pleasing men, I 


should not be a servant of Christ. 
1 Now I certify you, brethren, touching the gospel which 


was preached by me that it is not after man. 


2 For neither 


did % receive it from man, neither was I taught iz, but 


through revelation from Jesus Christ. 


8 For ye heard of 


my conversation in time past in Judaism, how that beyond 
measure I persecuted the church of God, and was destroying 


the other Vv. except Wicl., ‘han 
undirfongen.’ 

10. Now am I making, d&c.] ‘Do 
I now persuade men,’ Auth., Bish. ; 
Rhem. ; ‘counceil,’ Wicl.; ‘preach 
man’s doctrine,’ Tynd., Gen. ; ‘preach 
I men,’ Cov.; ‘speak fayre,’ Cov. 
(Test.) ; ‘speak unto,’ Cran. ; ‘use 
persuasion,’ Rhem. The change 
to the more definitely present, ‘am 
I making,’ seems required by the 
emphasis which evidently rests on 
dprt. On the nature of the English 
present comp. Latham, Engl. Lang. 
§ 573, 579 (ed. 3). If] So Wiel., 
Tynd., Rhem.: ‘forif,’ Auth., Cran., 
Gen. Am I seeking] ‘Do I seek,’ 
Auth., Wicl., Coverd. (Test.), Rhem. ; 
‘go I about,’ Zynd., and the remain- 
ing Vv. Were still pleasing] Yet 
pleaged,’ Auth. A] ‘The,’ Auth.’ 


and the other Vv. except Wicel., 
‘ Christis servant.’ 
ir, Now] ‘But,’ Auth., Cov.; 


omitted in Tynd., Cran., Gen., Bish. 
Touching the Gospel, dc.] ‘That the 
Gospel which was, &. .... is not,’ 
Auth. Perhaps the text, which is 
more exactly in accordance with the 
order of the Greek, makes the denial a 
little more emphatic. By] ‘ Of,’ 
Auth. and all the other Vv. 

12, Did I receive} So Rhem.: ‘1 
neither received it,’ Auth., Cov., Cran.; 
‘ne I took it of man, ne lerned,’ 
Wiel. ; ‘nether received I it,’ Tynd., 


Gen. ; ‘I did not receive it nor learned 
it,’ Cov. (Test.). There is here some 
little difficulty in both preserving the 
emphasis on ‘I,’ and also indicating 
that the first negative is not strictly 
correlative to the second. The in- 
sertion of the auxiliary perhaps par- 
tially effects this, as it places the 
‘neither’ a little further from the verb, 
and still leaves it in that prominence 
which it seems most naturally to 
occupy. In ed. 1 (‘for I indeed re- 
ceived it not’), this latter point was 
perhaps too much sacrificed. From 
man] ‘Of man,’ Auth. and the other 
Vv. except Wicl., ‘bi man.’ 
Through rev. from] ‘ By the rev. of,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except Wicl., 
‘ bi reuelacioun.’ 

13. Ye heard] ‘ Ye have heard,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. 
Judaism] So Rhem.: ‘the Jews’ re- 
ligion,’ Auth, Gen. (‘the Jewishe 
rel.’), Bish.; ‘the Jurie,’ Wiel. ; 
‘the Jews’ wayes,’ Tynd. ; ‘the Jew- 
shippe,’ Cov. Was destroying it] 
‘Wasted it,’ Auth. ; ‘faughte agen 
it,’ Wicl.; ‘spoyled it,’ Tynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘drove them out,’ 
Cov. (Test.); ‘expugned it,’ Rhem. 
This change is in consequence of the 
strong meaning of wop6éw, which it 
seems desirable to maintain. To 
resolve alsu the other imperfects would 
make the sentence heavy and cum- 
brous, and add but little to the sense. 


L 2 


148 GALATIANS I. 13—21. 


it; “ and made advance in Judaism beyond many my equals 
in mine own nation, being more exceedingly zealous for the 
traditions of my fathers. ™ But when it pleased God, who 
set me apart from my mother’s womb, and called me through 
His grace, “to reveal His Son within me, that I might 
preach Him among the Gentiles; immediately I conferred 
not with flesh and blood: ” neither went I away to Jeru- 
salem to them which were apostles before me; but I went 
away into Arabia, and returned again unto Damascus. ” Then 
after three years I went up to Jerusalem to visit Cephas, 
and I tarried with him fifteen days. ' But other of the 
apostles saw I none, save James the brother of the Lord. 
” Now the things which I write unto yon, behold, before 


God, I lie not. 


14. Made advance, d&c.] ‘ Profited 
in (Wicl., Gen., Bish., Rhem.) the 
Jews’ religion above,’ Auth.; ‘pre- 
vayled in,’ Zynd., Coverd., Cranmer. 
For] ‘ Of,’ Auth. 

15, Set me apart] ‘Separated me,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except Wicl., 
‘ departid me,’ and Cov, (Test.), ‘sun- 
dered me.’ The change is made to 
prevent ‘from’ being understood as 
local : see notes. Through | 
‘ By,’ Auth. and the other Vv. In this 
passage, it seems desirable to adopt 
the more rigorous translation of d:d, 
as suggesting more distinctly the fact 
that xdpcs was not the instrument, but 
the ‘causa medians ;’ see noter. 

16. Within] ‘In,’ Auth., Wicel., 
Cov., Bish., Rhem. ; ‘by,’ Tynd., Cov. 
(Test.), Cran.; ‘to,’ Gen. Gentiles] 
So Cov. (Test.), Gen., Rhem.: ‘hea- 
then,’ Auth. and the remaining Vv. 
Conferred] So Auth. This transl. is 
not wholly adequate, but it is not easy 
to fix upon a more exact one. The 
original word seems to involve two 
ideas, addressing oneself to (pbs, di- 
rection), and taking counsel with. 
Most of the older translations give 
prominence to the latter and more im- 


* Afterwards I came into the regions of 


portant idea, e.g. ‘I commened not 
of the matter,’ Jynd., Cov., Cran., 
Genev.; some of the moderns, e. g. 
Meyer, Lewin, express more distinctly 
the former. It seems difficult to com- 
bine both without paraphrasing. The 
singular translation in Cov. (Test.), ‘I 
did not graunt’ (comp. Rhem., ‘I 
condescended not,’), results from the 
Vulg. ‘ acquievi.’ 

17. Away (bis)]*‘Up,’ Auth. In 
the concluding clause it seems better 
to maintain the order of Auth. ‘re- 
turned again,’ not as the Greek order 
might seem to suggest, ‘again re- 
turned’; for the rddu is only idioma- 
tically added to the verb, and is 
appy. without any special emphasis ; 


comp. Acts xviii. 21, and see exx. in 


Kuhner on Xenoph. Mem. 1. 4. 4. 
18. Visit Cephas] ‘See*Peter,’ Auth. 
andalltheotherVv. J tarried] Sim. 
Rhem.: ‘abode,’ A uth ,Tynd.,Cov.(both), 
Cran.,Gen., Bish.; ‘dwellid,’ Wiel. 
19. The brother of the Lord] Sim. 
Rhem., ‘ the brother of our Lord:’ ‘the 
Lord's brother’ Auth. and other Vv. 
This latter mode of translation is per- 
haps more appropriate when neither 
substantive has the article, 
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Syria and Cilicia; * and remained unknown by face unto 
the churches of Judza which were in Christ: * but they 
were hearing only That he who was our persecutor in times 
past is now preaching the faith which once he destroyed. 
* And they glorified God in me. 


Il. 1—4. 


Cuapter II. 


THEN after fourteen years I went up again to Jerusalem 
with Barnabas, and took Titus also with me. * And I went 
up by revelation, and communicated unto them the gospel 
which I preach among the Gentiles, but privately to them 
which were of reputation, lest by any means I might be run- 
ning, or have run, in vain. * Howbeit not even titus, who 
was with me, though he was a Greek, was compelled to be 
circumcised : ‘ and that, because of the false brethren craftily 
brought in, men who came in stealthily to spy out our liberty 


22. Remained] ‘Was unknown,’ 
Auth. and all the other Vv. 

23. Were hearing] ‘Had heard,’ 

Auth., Cov., Rhem., Bish. ; ‘hadden 
oonli an hearynge,’ Wicl.; ‘heard,’ 
Tynd., Cran., Gen. Conybeare and 
Howson have given a good para- 
phrase; ‘tidings only were brought 
them from time totime;’ comp. Erasm., 
‘rumor apud illos erat.’ Who 
was our persecutor | ‘Which persecuted 
us,’ Auth., Tynd., Cran., Gen., Bish., 
Rhem. ; ‘that pursued us,’ Wicl.; ‘that 
persecuted us,’ Cov.; ‘that did per- 
secute us,’ Cov, (Test.). 
Is now preaching] ‘ Now preacheth,’ 
Auth., Tynd., Cov. (‘pr. now’), Cran., 
Gen., Bish. ; ‘doth now preach,’ Cov. 
(Test.); ‘doth now evangelize,’ Rhem. 
The change is made tomark more defi- 
nitely the present act; comp. notes 
and ref. on ch. 1. 10. 


Cuaprer II. 1. After fourteen 
years] So Rhem.: ‘fourteen years 
after,’ Auth. and the other Vv. (Tynd. 
Cov., ‘after that? Cran., ‘thereafter’). 
The change is perhaps desirable as it 


slightly tends to prevent the last- 
mentioned events being considered 
as the terminus a quo of the fourteen 
years. Titus also|So Rhem. : ‘Titus 
with me also,’ Auth., Tynd., Cov., 
Gen.; ‘Titus also beynge taken with 
me,’ Cov. (Test.) ; the rest omit Kal 
in translation. 

2. The Gospel) So all Vv. except 
Auth., ‘that Gospel.’ Might be 
running, &c.] ‘ Should(om. Weel.) run 
or had run,’ Auth. and all Vv. The 
text seems to preserve more exactly, 
and perhaps also more grammatically, 
the contrast between the pres. (subj.) 
and past tense. It may be observed 
that should ‘simpliciter futuritionem 
indicat :’ might ‘de rei possibilitate 
dicitur ;’ Wallis, Gram. Angl. p. 107. 

3. Howbeit not even] Sim. Cov. 
(Test.), ‘neuerthelesse nother ;:’ ‘ but 
neither,’ Auth., Rhem. ; ‘and neither,’ 
Wicl.; ‘also Titus... yet, &c.’ Tynd., 
Cran., Gen. Though he was] 
‘Being,’ Auth. 

4. The false, &c.] Similarly Rhem. : 
‘false brethren unawares brought in, 
who,’ Auth.; ‘and that because of 
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which we have in Christ Jesus, that they might bring us 
into bondage: °to whom we gave place by our submission, 
no, not for an hour; that the truth of the gospel might con- 
tinue with you. ° But from those who were high in reputa- 
tion,— whatsoever they were, 1t maketh no matter to me; 
God accepteth no man’s person,—to me certainly they who 
were of reputation communicated nothing ; ‘ but contrariwise, 
when they saw that I was entrusted with the gospel of the 
uncircumcision, even as Peter was with that of the circumci- 
sion, * (for He that wrought for Peter towards the apostle- 


ship of the circumcision, the same wrought for me also to- 


(‘certayne,’ Cov.) incommers beynge 
falce br.,’ Tynd., Cran., Bish. 
Stealthily] ‘Privily,’ Auth., Cov. 
(Test.), Cran., Gen., Bish.; Wiel. 
omits ; ‘amonge other,’ 7'ynd., Cov. ; 
‘craftily,’ Rkem. Perhaps the change 
is desirable as avoiding repetition, and 
as harmonizing slightly better with the 
action described by the verb. 

5. By our submission] ‘ By subjec- 
tion,’ Auth., Bish.; ‘to subjeccioun ;’ 
‘as concerning to be brought into sub- 
jection,’ Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen.; 
‘yelded not subjection,’ Rhem.; Cov. 
(Test.) omits. 

6. From] ‘Of,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Cov., ‘as to them;’ 
Cov. (Test.), ‘as forthem.’ The change 
here seems necessary to prevent ‘ of’ 
being considered a mere sign of the 
gen. case. Were high, &c. } 
‘Seemed to be somewhat,’ Auth., 
Cran., and sim. Cov, (Test.); ‘that 
seemed to be great,’ Cov., and sim. 
Tynd., Gen. The very slight distinc- 
tion between doxoivres and Sox. elvai 
rt, and the apparent ref. to the judg- 
ment of others (see notes) are appy. 
both conveyed more nearly by this 
translation than by the more literal 
rendering of A wth. To me cer- 
tainly, &c.] ‘For they who seemed to 
be somewhat in conference added 
nothing to me, Auth.; ‘added 


nothynge,’ Jynd., Cranmer, Bish., 
Rhem.; ‘taught me nothing,’ Cov. ; 
‘avayled me nothing,’ Cov. (Test.) ; 
‘dyd communicate nothing with me,’ 
Gen. 

7, I was entrusted, &c.] ‘The 
gOSp....... was committed unto me as 
the Gospel of the circumc. was unto 
Peter,’ Auth., andsim. the other Vv. 
The change of order is made, for the 
sake of keeping the emphasis on 
mwenlaorevyat: see Meyer. Even 
as] ‘As,’ Auth. and all the other Vv. 
On the translation of xa@ws, see notes 
on 1 Thess. i. 5. 

8. Wrought] So Wicl., Cov. (Test.), 
Rhem.: ‘wrought effectually,’ Auth. ; 
‘wasmighty,’ Tynd.,Cov., Cran., Gen. ; 
Bish. The idea of effectual working, 
though to a considerable extent in- 
volved in évepyety, is perhaps scarcely 
sufficiently prominent to be expressed 
definitely ; see, however, notes on 1 
Thess. ii. 13. . For] Similarly W%cl., 
‘to Peter:’ ‘in,’ Auth., Tynd., Cran., 
Bish., Rhem.; ‘with,’ Cov.; ‘by,’ 
Cov. (Test.), Gen. Towards] 
‘To,’ Auth., Wicl., Cov., Bish., Rhem. ; 
‘in,’ Tynd. and the remaining Vv. 
Wrought] ‘Was mighty in me toward,’ 
Auth. All the other Vv. give the 
same translation to évepyéw in the 
second clause that they adopt in the 
first. 
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wards the Gentiles), ® and became aware of the grace that 
was given unto me, James, and Cephas, and John, who 
are accounted as pillars, gave to me and Barnabas right 
hands of fellowship; that we should be apostles unto the 
Gentiles, and they unto the circumcision. "Only they 
would that we should remember THE PooR; which very 
thing I also was forward to do. 

" But when Cephas came to Antioch, I withstood him 
to the face, because he had been condemned. ™ For before 
that certain men came from James, he was eating with the 
Gentiles; but when they came, he began to withdraw and 
separate himself, fearing them which were of the circumci- 
sion. And the rest of the Jews also dissembled with him ; 
insomuch that even Barnabas was carried away with by their 


g. And became aware, cc.} Simi- 

larly, asto order, Wicl,, Tynd., Cran., 
Bish., Rhem., except that they repeat 
the idiomatic ‘when’ in the translation 
of the temporal participle yvéyres, but 
thus slightly impair the natural se- 
quence of the fSovres . . . kal yvédvres. 
Auth. inverts, ‘and when James, 
Cephas, and John, who seemed to 
be,’ &c.; Cov. turns into a finite verb, 
‘they perceived.’ And Cephas] 
Sim. Wicl., Rhem.: Auth. and the 
remaining Vv. omit ‘ and.’ Are 
accounted as] ‘Seemed to be,’ Auth. 
and all the other Vv. except Wicl., 
‘weren seyn to be; Gen., ‘are 
taken to be.’ Right hands] ‘The 
right hands,’ Auth. and the other Vv. 
except Wicl., ‘right hond.’ 
Be Apostles] So Cran., Bish.: ‘should 
go, Auth.; ‘that we among the 
hethen’, Wicl. ; ‘shuld preach,’ Z'ynd., 
Cov. (both), Gen.; ‘that we unto,’ 
Rhem. Gentiles] So Gen., Rhem. : 
‘heathen,’ Auth. and the remaining 
Vv. 

10. Which very thing) ‘The same 
which,’ Auth. ; ‘the whiche thing,’ 
Wicl., Cov. Test. (‘thing also’); 
‘whiche thing also,’ Jynd., Cov., 
Gen.; ‘wher in also,’ Cran., Bish. ; 


‘the which same thing also,’ 
Rhem. 
11, Cephas] * ‘Peter, Auth. 


Came] So Cov. (Test.) : ‘was come,’ 
Auth, and the remaining Vv. 

Had been condemned] ‘Was to be 
blamed,’ Auth., Bish. ; ‘was wor- 
thy to be blamed,’ TZynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen., and similarly Wicl., 
‘to be undirnomen;’ ‘was blame- 
able,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘was reprehen- 
sible,’ Rhem. 

12. Certain men came] ‘Certain 
were come,’ Auth. Was eating] 
‘Did eat,’ Awth., Cov. (both), 
Cran., Bish., Rhem.; ‘ete,’ Wicel., 
Tynd., Gen. Began to d&c.] ‘ With- 
drew and separated,’ Auth. and 
all Vv. The imperf. denotes the 
commencement and continuance of 
the act, or as Bengel, ‘subducebat 
paullatim.’ 

13. The rest of the] So Cov. (Test.), 
Rhem.: ‘the other,’ Auth. and the 
remaining Vv. Also dissembled] 
‘ Dissembled likewise,’ Auth., Tynd., 
Cran., Bish.: the other Vv. omit the 
cal in translation. Even Bar- 
nabas| ‘ Barnabas also,’ A uth. 

By their] Auth. omits ‘by ;’ ‘into,’ 
Wicl. and the remaining Vv. 
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dissimulation. 
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“ Howbeit when I saw that they were not 


walking uprightly according to the truth of the gospel, I said 
unto Cephas before all, If thou, being a Jew, livest after the 
manner of Gentiles, and not as do the Jews, how is it that 
thou constrainest the Gentiles to keep the customs of the 


Jews? 


° We truly are by nature Jews, and not sinners of 


the Gentiles; ' but as we know that a man is not justified 
by the works of the law, save only through faith in Jesus 
Christ,—we too believed in Christ Jesus, that we might be 


14. Howbeit] ‘But,’ Auth. and 
all the other Vv. Were not 
walking] ‘ Walked not,’ Auth. 
Cephas] ‘ Peter,’ Auth. All] 
So Cov. (both), and sim. Wicl., Tynd., 
Gen., ‘all men:’ ‘them all,’ Awth., 
and the remaining Vv. How 
cometh it d&c.] * ‘Why compellest 
thou,’ Auth., and sim. Rhem., ‘ dost 
thou compel;’ ‘hou  constreynest 
thou,’ Wicl.; ‘why causest thou,’ 
Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish. ; 
Keep the customs, éc.| ‘To live as do 
the Jews,’ Auth., and sim. the other 
Vv. except Rhem., ‘Judaize.’ 

15. We (truly) are, &c.] Similarly 
Rhem. : ‘we who are Jews by nature,’ 
Auth., Tynd., Cran., Gen. ; ‘though 
we be, &c.’ Cov.; ‘we which are 
.... know,’ Bish. This address 
of St. Paul to St. Peter involves so 
many difficulties both in meaning and 
connexion, that it will be perhaps best 
to subjoin a free paraphrase of the 
whole. ‘We, I concede, are by birth 
Jews, not Gentiles, and consequently, 
from our point of view, sinners; but 
as we know that a man is not justified 
by the works of the law, in fact is not 
justified at all, except through faith in 
Christ :—even we, with all our privi- 
leges, believed in and into Christ, that 
we might be justified, &c. But what, 
if, while we are seeking to be justified 
in Christ the result show that we, with 
all our privileges, are sinners like the 
Gentiles ; is Christ the minister of a 


dispensation that after all only leads 
to sin? God forbid! For if I (or 
you) build up again the system I 
pulled down, and set up nothing better 
in its place, it is thus, and not in 
seeking to be justified in Christ, that 
I show myself (vox horrenda!) a 
transgressor of the law ; yes, a viola- 
tor of its deeper principles. For I 
(to adduce a proof from my own spiri- 
tual experience) through the medium 
of the law, and in accordance with its 
higher principles, died unto it in re- 
gard to its claims and its curse: I 
have been and am crucified with 
Christ. Though I live then, it is no 
longer as my old self, but as reani- 
mated by Christ ; yes, the life which 
now I live, this earthly, mundane life, 
I live in the element of faith in Christ, 
whoso loved me that He gave His own 
life forme. ThusI do not, like these . 
Judaists, regard the grace of God as 
a principle that could be dispensed 
with; for if, as they pretend, 
the law is sufficient to make men 
righteous, the obvious inference is, 
there was no object in the death of 
Christ.’ 

16. But as we know] ‘ Knowing,’ 
Auth., Wiel., Cov. (Test.), Rhem. ; 
‘we which. .. knowe,’ Tynd., Cran., 
Gen., Bish. ; ‘yet insomuche as we 
knowe,’ Cov. Save only 
through, d&c.] ‘But by the faith of 
Jesus Christ,’ Auth. and the other 
Vv. except Cov., ‘on J. C.;’ Cov. 
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justified by faith in Christ, and not by the works of the 
law ; since by the works of the law shall no flesh be justified. 
” But if, while we seek to be justified in Christ, we are found 
ourselves also to be sinners, 7s Christ therefore a minister of 
sin? God forbid! ™ For if the things that I destroyed 
THESE again I build up, I prove myself a transgressor. * For 
I through the law died to the law, that I might live unto 
God. ™ I have been crucified with Christ: it is, however, 
no longer I that live, but Christ liveth in me; yea the life 
which now [I live in the flesh [ live in faith,—faith in the 


(Test.), ‘save by the faith by J. C.’ 
We too believed] ‘Even we have be- 
lieved in J. C.,’ Auth.; ‘and we 
bileuen,’ Wicl.; ‘we have believed 
also,’ Cov.; ‘we also beleue,’ Cov. 
(Test.), Rhem. ; ‘and we have bel. on,’ 
Cran., Bish., Tynd. ; (‘and therfor’) 
“even we I say have bel. in,’ Gen. 
Faith in] ‘The faith of, Auth. and all 
Vv. Since] ‘ For,’ Auth. ; 
“because that,’ Tynd., Cov. (both), 
Cranmer, Gen.; ‘wherfor,’ Wicl. ; 
‘because,’ Bish.; ‘for the which 
cause, Rhem. 

17. dn Christ] So Wiclif, Cov. 
(Test.), Rhem.: ‘by Christ,’ Auth.’ 
and remaining Vv. We are 
found, d&c.] ‘We ourselves also are 
found sinners,’ Auth. English idiom 
here, in consequence of the union with 
the pres. part., seems to require the 
pres. ‘are found’ as the translation 
of etpé6nv. The aorist in the original 
has an idiomatic reference to a dis- 
covery past and done with, and about 
which no more need be said, which 
cannot he expressed without para- 
phrase ; comp. Donalds. Gr. § 433. 
Is Christ, &c.| ‘Is therefore Christ 
the,’ Auth. God forbid] 
Auth. and all Vv. except Cov. (Test.), 
‘that be farre.’ On reconsideration 
it would seem best, and even prac- 
tically most exact, that in a passage 
of the present nature, where the re- 


auxiliary, all the other Vv. 


vulsion of feeling and thought is very 
decided, tu retain the familiar and 
idiomatic translation of Auth. 

18. The things that I destroyed] 
‘I build again the things which I de- 
stroyed,’ Auth., Cran., Bish.; ‘ that 
which,’ Tynd., Cov., Gen.; ‘the same 
things againe which,’ Rhem. The 
inversion, though involving a slight 
irregularity in structure, seems here 
needed, as serving both to keep the 
emphasis on the right words, and to 
exhibit the true point of the argument. 
Prove myself] ‘Make myself,’ Auth. 
aud all the other Vv. 

19. Died] ‘Am dead,’ Auth, and 
the other Vv. except Cran., ‘haue 
bene deed.’ 

20. Have been crucified] ‘Am cru- 
cified,’ Auth., and sim., as to the 
Of the 
two modes of expressing the Greek 
perfect, (‘am’ and ‘have been’) the 
latter seems here most appropriate, as 
the associated aor. renders the ref. to 
past time more prominent than one to 
present effects; see notes on Col. i. 
16 (Transl.). It 18, how- 
ever, &c.] ‘Nevertheless I live; yet 
not I,’ Auth., sim. Cov., Cran.; ‘I 
live verely, yet now not I,’ Tynd., 
Gen. Yea] ‘ And,’ Auth., 
Gen., Cran., Bish., Rhem.; ‘for,’ 
Tynd., Cov.; ‘but,’ Wicl., Cov. (Test.). 
Now 1] ‘I now,’ Auth. In faith, 
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Son of God, who loved me, and gave Himself for me. 7 I 
do not make void the grace of God; for if righteousness 
come THROUGH THE LAW, then for nought did Christ die. 


Ti. 1— 5. 


If. 20, 21. 


Cuarpter III. 


O foolish Galatians, who did bewitch you, before whose eyes 
Jesus Christ was evidently set forth among you, CRUCIFIED. 
? This only would I learn of you, Was it by the works of 
the law that ye received the Spirit, or by the hearing of faith? 
* Are ye so very foolish? having begun with the Spirit are 
ye now being made perfect with the flesh? ‘Did ye 
suffer so many things in vain, if indeed it really be in vain. 
* He then, J say, that ministereth to you the Spirit and 
worketh mighty powers within you, doeth he it by the 


works of the law or by the hearing of faith ? 


dc.] ‘By (‘in,' Wiel., Cov. (both), 
Rhem.), the faith of,’ Auth., Tynd., 
Cran., Gen., Bish. 

a1. Make void] ‘ Frustrate,’ A uth.; 
‘cast not awei,’ Wicl., Cov. (both), 
Rhem.; ‘despyse not,’ Tynd., Cran.; 
‘do not abrogate,’ Gen.; ‘reject not,’ 
Bish. | Through] So Wicl.: 
‘by,’ Auth., Cov. (both), Rhem.; ‘ of,’ 
Tynd., Gen., Cran., Bish. 
For nought] ‘In vain,’ Auth., Tynd., 
Cov., Cran., Bish., Rhem.; ‘ without 
cause,’ Wicl., Gen. (‘a cause’). 
Did Christ die] ‘Christ is dead,’ 
Auth., Bish.; ‘died,’ Wicl. and the 
remaining Vv. The slight change in 
the text seems to give the due promi- 
nence to dwpedy, and also to preserve 
a better rhythm than the unresolved 
‘ died.’ 


CaapTerR III. 1. Did bewitch] 
‘Hath bewitched,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. *Auth. inserts after 
‘you,’ ‘that ye should not obey the 
truth.’ 

2. Was it, &c.] Similarly Rhem., 
‘by the workes of the law did vou 
receiue:’ ‘received ye the Spirit by 


the,’ &c. Auwth., and sim. as to order 
all the remaining Vv. 

3. So very] ‘So,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Cov., ‘such fooles.’ 
Begun with] so Rhem.: ‘begun in’ 
Auth, and the other Vv. except Cov., 
‘by.’ Being made per- 
fect with] ‘Made perfect by,’ Auth., 
Genev. (‘in’); ‘ben ended,’ Wiel.; 
‘nowe ende,’ Z'ynd., Cov. (Test.); 
‘ende now then,’ Cov.; ‘ende in,’ 
Tynd., Cran.; ‘be consummate with,’ 
Rhem. 

4. Did ye suffer] ‘Have ye suffered,’ 
Auth., Cov. (both), Bish., Rhem., and 
sim. the other Vv., except that they 
do not adopt the interrogative form. 
Indeed it really be] ‘It be yet,’ Auth., 
Bish.; ‘if that be vayne,’ Tynd., Gen.; 
‘yf it be also in vayne,’ Cran.; ‘if 
yet without cause,’ Rhem. 

5. He then, &c.] ‘He therefore,’ 
Auth., Coverd. (Test.), Gen., Bish., 
Rhem.; ‘mooreover, he, &c.,’ Cran.; 
Wiel., Tynd., Cov. omit of» in trans- 
lation. Mighty powers, &c. | 
‘ Miracles among you,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Wicl., ‘vertues in 
you ;’ Cov., ‘ great actes.’ 
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6 Even as Abraham believed God, and it was accounted to 
him for righteousness. ’ Know ye then that TuEY wHICH 
ARE OF FAITH, the same are the sons of Abraham. * More- 
over the Scripture, foreseeing that God justifieth the Gen- 
tiles by Fait, proclaimed beforehand the glad tidings unto 
Abraham, saying, In thee shall all the nations BE BLEssED. 
*So then they which be of faith are blessed together with the 
faithful Abraham. 

For as ‘many as are of the works of the law are under 
curse: for it is written, Cursed 7s every one that continueth 
not in all things which are written in the book of the law to 
do them. "™ But further, that in the law no man is justified 
in the sight of God, i¢ is evident; because, The just shall 
live by rattH. ™ Now the law is not of faith ; but, He that 
doeth them. shall live in them. .... Christ redeemed us 
from the curse of the law, having become a cursg for us,— 
because it is written, Cursed 7s every one that hangeth on a 


7- Then} ‘Therefore,’ Auth. and 
the other Vv. except Cov., ‘thus I 
know,’ and Gen., ‘so ye know,’ The 
only other version that takes ywo- 
oxere indicatively is that of Cranmer. 
Sons] So Wicl.: ‘children,’ Auth. 
and the remaining Vv. 

8. Moreover} ‘ And,’ Auth., Wicel., 
Coverd. (Test.), Rhem.; ‘for,’ Tynd. 
and remaining Vv. (Coverd. omits). 
Justifieth] So Wicl., Coverd. (Test.), 
Rhem.: ‘ would justify,’ Auth., Tynd., 
Cran., Gen.; ‘justifyed,’ Cov. 

The Gentiles] So Gen., Rhem.: ‘the 
heathen,’ Auth. and the remaining 
Vv. By faith) So Cov. 
(Test.), Rhem., and sim. Wiel., ‘ of 
faith :’ ‘through faith,’ Auth. and the 
remaining Vv. Proclaimed 
beforehand, dc.] Sim. Tynd., Cov., 
Cran.: ‘ preached before the Gospel,’ 
Auth., Gen. (‘before hand’); ‘told to 
for,’ Wicl.; ‘told,’ Coverd. (Test.); 
‘shewed ... before,’ Rhem. 

All the nations} Sim. Wicl., Cov., 
‘alle the hethen :’ ‘ all nations,’ Auth. 
and the remaining Vv. except Gen., 


‘all the Gentiles.’ The change in the 
translation of 7a &6vy in the same 
verse seems required by a kind of 
chronological propriety. 

9. Together with] ‘ With,’ Auth. 
and all the other Vv. The 
faithful] So Bish., Rhem.: ‘ faithful,’ 
Auth. and all the remaining Vv. 

10. Curse] So Wicl., Rhem., and 
similarly Zynd., ‘under malediccion ;’ 
‘the curse,’ Auth., Cov. (both), Cran., 
Gen., Bish. 

11, But further, &c.] ‘But that 
no man is justified by the law,’ Auth. 
Because] So Rhem.: ‘for,’ Auth. and 
the remaining Vv. 

12. Now] ‘And,’ Auth. Cov. 
(Test.), Gen., Bish.; Tynd., Cov., 
Cran., omit; ‘ but,’ Wicl., Rhem. 
He] * ‘The man,’ uth. 

13. Redeemed] Sim. Wicl., ‘agen- 
bought ;’ ‘ hath redeemed,’ Auth. and 
the remaining Vv. except Cov., ‘hath 
delyuered.’ Having be- 
come] ‘Being made, Auth. Bish., 
Rhem.; ‘and was nade,’ Wicl., Tynd.; 
‘when he became,’ Cov.; ‘beynge 
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tree,—“that unto the Gentiles the blessing of Abraham 
might come in Christ Jesus; that we might receive the pro- 
mise of the Spirit THROUGH FAITH. 

* Brethren, I speak after the manner of men; though 
it be but a MAN’s covenant, yet when it hath been confirmed, 
no man annulleth it, or addeth new conditions. ‘' Now to 
Abraham were the promises made, AND TO HIS SEED. He 
saith not, And to seeds, asof many; but as of one, And to 
thy seed, which is Christ. ™ Now this I say, A covenant, 
that hath been before confirmed by God [for Christ], the 
law, which was four hundred and thirty years after, doth 
not invalidate, that it should make void the promise. "™ For 
if the inheritance de of the law, i¢ ig no more of promise: 
but to Abraham God hath freely given it THROUGH PROMISE. 


become,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘ inasmoch as he 
was made,’ Cran.; ‘when he was 


made,’ Gen. Because] So 
Rhem.: ‘for,’ Auth. and the remain- 
ing Vv. 

14. Unto the Gentiles] ‘Come on 
the Gentiles,’ Auth. In 
Christ J.) ‘Through *J.C.,’ Auth., 
Tynd., Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘in,’ 


Wicl., Cov. (both), Rhem. 

15. Yet when it hath been] * Yet 
if it be,’ Auth. The temporal trans- 
lation in the text isadopted by T'ynd., 
Cov.; the hypothetical by Auth. with 
Cran., Bish.: the remaining Vv. 
adopt purely participial translations. 
Annulleth it, d&c.] ‘ Disannulleth or 
addeth thereto,’ Auth., Bish.; ‘ ordey- 
neth above,’ Wiclif; ‘addeth any- 
thing thereto,’ Tynd., Cov. (sim. 
Test.), Cran., Gen.; ‘further dis- 
poseth,’ Rhem. 

16, Were the promises, dc.] Sim. 
Rhem., Wicl.: ‘and his seed were the 
promises,’ &c., Auth. and the remain- 


ing Vv. 
17. Now this] ‘And this,’ Auth., 
Gen., Rhem.; ‘but,’ Wicl., Cov. 


(Test.); Tynd., Cov., Bish., omit 56. 
The translation of 5¢ is here somewhat 


difficult. Though ‘now’ has just 
preceded, it must appy. be adopted 
again as the only transl. which seems 
to preserve the resumptive force. 

A covenant] ‘The covenant,’ Auth. and 
the other Vv. except Wicl. and Cov. 
(both), ‘ this.’ Hath been 
before confirmed] ‘Was confirmed 
before,’ Auth., Tynd., Cov., Cran., 
Gen.; ‘was given,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘the 
test. being confirmed,’ Rhem.; Wicl., 
wholly inverts. 

By God, &c.) ‘Of God in Christ,’ 
Auth. Doth not, &c.] Sim. Tynd., 
Cran., Bish.: ‘cannot disannul,’ 
Auth. Gen.; ‘makith not veyn,’ 
Wicl.; ‘is not disannulled,’ Cov. ; 
‘makith not void,’ Bhem.; Cov. 
(Test.). confuses. Make void) 
Similarly Wiel. (‘to avoide awey’) 
and Cov. (Test.): ‘make the prom. of 
none effect,’ Auwth., Tynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘to frustrate,’ 
Rhem. 

18. But to Abraham, déc.] ‘But 
God gave tw to Abraham by promise,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except Cov., 
‘gave freely ;’ Wéecl., ‘ grauntide,’ 
Through] ‘By,’ Auth. and all the other 
Vv. 
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® What then is the object of the law? It was added 
because of the transgressions, till the Seed should come to 
whom the promise hath been made; and was ordained by 
means of angels, in the hand of a mediator. *™ Now a 
mediator is not a mediator of one, but God is one. ™ TJs 
the law then against the promises of cop? God forbid! for 
if there had been given a law which could have given life, 
verily by the law would righteousness have come. * But, on 
the contrary, the scripture shut up all under sin, that the 
promise by faith in Jesus Christ might be given to them that 
believe. ™ Now before that faith came, we were kept in 
ward shut up under the law for the faith which afterwards 
was to be revealed. * So then the law hath been our school- 


master unto Christ, that we may be justified By FAITH. 


19. What then, &c.] ‘ Wherefore 

then serveth,’ Auth., Tynd., Cov. (sim. 
Test.), Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘what 
thanne the law,’ Wicl.; ‘why was the 
law then,’ Rhem. The transgres- 
sions] Auth. and all the other Vv. 
omit the article: in a passage, how- 
ever, of this dogmatical importance 
it ought appy. to be retained. 
Hath been made] ‘Was made,’ Auth., 
Tynd., Cran., Gen. ; ‘He hadde made 
beheest,’ Wicl. ; ‘He had promised,’ 
Cov. (Test.), Rhem. And was) ‘And 
it was,’ Auth. By means of] 
‘By,’ Auth. and the other Vv. except 
Cov., ‘of angels.’ 

at. Given a law] ‘A law given,’ 
Auth. Verily by the, &c.] ‘ Verily 
( Wicl.) righteousness should have been 
by the law,’ Auth.; ‘then no doute,’ 
Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish. ; 
‘shuld have come,’ Tynd., Gen. 

2%. But on the contrary] ‘ But,’ 
Auth. and all the other Vv. The 
addition of the words ‘on the con- 
trary’ seem here required in transla- 
tion to preserve the true force of d\Ad, 
and to show clearly the nature of 
the reasoning. Shut up all} 
Similarly, as to the omission of 
‘hath,’ Zynd., Cran., ‘concluded all 


‘shut up,’ Cran., Bish. 


things:’ ‘hath concluded all,’ Auwth., 
Bish.; ‘hath concluded all things,’ 
Wicl., Gen., Rhem. Faith in] 
‘Faith of,’ Auth. and the other Vv. 
except Cov., ‘faith on.’ 

23. Now] ‘But,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Wicl., ‘and ;’ Tynd. 
and Cov. omit. Before that) So 
Tynd., Cran., and similarly Wicl., 
‘to for that ;’ Coverd. (Test.), ‘afore 
that :’ ‘before,’ Auth. and the remain- 
ing Vv. Kept inward, &c.] ‘ Kept 
under the law shut up,’ duth. ; ‘kept 
under the lawe, enclosid,’ Wiel. ; 
‘kept and shut up, &c.,’ Tynd., Cov., 
Gen. ; ‘kept under the law and were 
For] ‘Unto,’ 
Auth. Afterwards was, éc. | 
‘Which should aft. be rev.,’ Auwth., 
Gen., Bish.; sim. Tynd., Cov., Cran. 
(‘be declared.’). 

24. Sothen) ‘ Wherefore,’ Auth., 
Tynd., Cran., Gen., Bish. ; ‘and so,’ 
Wicl. ; ‘thus,’ Cov. ; ‘therefore,’ Cov. 
(Test.), Rhem. Hath been our school- 
master unto] ‘ Was our schoolmaster 
to bring us unto,’ Auth., Gen. ; ‘undir 
maister in Christ,’ Wicl.; ‘scolemaster 
unto the time of,’ Tynd. ; ‘scolemaster 
unto,’ Coverd. (both), Cran., Bish. ; 
‘pedag. in,’ Rhem. There is much 
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* But now that faith 1s come, we are no longer under 
a schoolmaster. * For ye are all sons of God through 
the faith in Christ Jesus. 7” For as many of you as were 
baptized into Christ put on Christ. ™There is among such 
neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there 
is no male and female: for ye all are one in Christ Jesus. 
* But if ye de Christ’s, then are ye ABRAHAM’S SEED, heirs 
according to promise. 


CHAPTER IV. 


Now I say, That the heir, as long as he is a child, differeth 
in nothing from a bond-servant, though he be lord of all; 
? but is under guardians and stewards until the time appointed 


difficulty in fixing on the most suit- 
able translation of this word. The 
term ‘schoolmaster’ certainly tends 
to introduce an idea (that of teaching) 
not in the original, and also serves to 
obscure the idea of custodia (‘ custos 
incorruptissimus,’ Hor. Sat. 1. 6.81), 
which seems the prevailing one of the 
passage. Still as the same objection 
applies in a greater or less degree to 
‘pedagogue’ (ed. 1) and ‘tutor,’ it will 
be perhaps better, in so familiar a pas- 
sage, toreturn to A wth. May be} 
‘Might be,’ Auwth.: change to pre- 
serve what is called the succession of 
tenses, Latham, Engl. Lang. § 616 
(ed. 3). 

25. Now that] So Cov.: ‘after 
that,’ Awth. and the other Vv. except 
Cov. (Test.), ‘whan the fayth did 
come ; Rhem., ‘when the faith came.’ 

26. Sons] So Tynd., Gen.: Auth. 
and the remainiaog Vv., ‘the children.’ 
Through the faith] ‘By faith,’ Auth., 
Gen., Bish., Rhem. ; ‘ thorugh bileue,’ 
Wicl.; ‘by the fayth which is in,’ 
Tynd., Cov. (Test.) ; ‘because ye be- 
leue in,’ Cran. 

27. Were baptized] ‘Have been 
baptized,’ Auth. ; ‘are baptized,’ T'ynd. 
(Wicl., ‘ben’) and all the remaining 


Vv. Put on] ‘ Have put on,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except 
Wicel., ‘ben clothid.’ 

28. There 1s among such, &c.] 

‘There is neither, &c.,’ Auth. 
No male and female] ‘ Neither male 
nor female,’ Auth. None of the other 
Vv. seem to have marked the change. 
All are] ‘ Are all,’ Auth. and the other 
Vv. except Rhem., ‘al you are,’ 

29. But] So Cov. (Test.): ‘and,’ 
Auth., Wicl., Rhem. The rest omit 
the particle. Heirs| So Rhem. : 
* ‘and heirs,’ Auth. 


CuHapTerR IV. 1. Jn nothing] ‘No- 
thing,’ Auth., Wicl., Cov. (Test.), 
Bish., Rhem.; ‘ differeth not,’ Tynd., 
Cran., Gen.; ‘there is no diff.,’ Cov. 
Bond- servant] ‘Servant,’ Auth. and 
allthe other Vv. It seems desirable 
to keep up the idea of ‘bondage’ and 
‘slavery’ which pervades the whole 
simile. 

2. Guardians] ‘Tutors,’ Auth. 
and the other Vv. except Wiel., 
‘kepers ;’ Cov., ‘rulers.’ It seems 
desirable to make a change in transla- 
tion to preserve a distinction between 
éxlrporos here and radaywyds in the 
preceding chapter. Stewards] 
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of the father. * Even so we, when we were children, were 
kept in bondage under the rudiments of the world: * but 
when the fulness of the time came, God sent forth His Son, 
born of a woman, born under the law, * that He might re- 
deem them that were under the law, that we might receive 
the adoption of sons. ° And to show that ye ARE sons, 
God sent forth the Spirit of His Son into our hearts, crying, 
Abba Father. 7 So then thou art no more a servant, but a 
son ; and if a son, an heir also through God. 

§ Howbeit, at that time, truly, not knowing God, ye 
were in bondage to them which by nature are not gods. 
* But now that ye have come to know God, or rather have 
been known by God, how is it that ye turn back again 


‘Governors,’ Auth. and the other Vv. 
except Wicl., ‘kepers and tutores.’ 

3. Kept in bondage] ‘Were in 
bondage under,’ Auth. and the other 
Vv. except Wiel., ‘serueden undir ; 
Cov. (Test.), Rhem., ‘were seruynge 
under.” Rudiments] SoGen., Bish.: 
‘elements,’ Auth., Wicl., Rhem.; 
‘ordinances,’ Zynd., Cran.; ‘ tradi- 
cions,’ Cov. (both). 

4- Came] So Wicl., Rhem.: ‘was 
come,’ Auth., and sim. the remaining 
Vv. Born...born] ‘Made...made,’ 
Auth., Wicl., Rhem., Bish. (‘and made 
under’); ‘born, ...made bonde unto,’ 
Tynd., Cran. ; ‘borne and put under,’ 
Cov.; ‘made...made bonde unto,’ 
Gen. The meaning preferred by 
Scholef. (Hints, p. 96), ‘made subject 
to the law,’ involves a change of 
meaning in yevduevoy, which does not 
appear necessary or natural. 

&. That He might] So Rhem., and 
similarly Wéicl., Cov. (Test.): ‘to 
redeem,’ Auth. and the remaining 
Vv. Here as in ch. iii. 14 it seems 
most exact to indicate the repeated 
Wva by the same form of translation. 

6. To show that] ‘ Because,’ Auth. 
and the other Vv. except Wicl., ‘ for 
ye ben ;’ Cov., ‘forsomuche then as.’ 
Sent forth] Sim. Wicel., Cov. (Test.), 


‘sente:’ ‘hath sent forth,’ <Auth.; 
‘hath sent,’ Z'ynd., Cov., Cran., Rhem. ; 
‘hath sent out,’ Gen. Our hearts] 
‘Your hearts,’ Auth. 

7. So then] ‘ Wherefore,’ Auth., 
Gen., Bish.; ‘and so,’ Wiel. ; 
‘wherefore now,’ 7'ynd., Cov., Cran. ; 
‘therefore,’ Cov. (Test.), Rhem. 

An heir, &c.] ‘Then an heir *of God 
through Christ,’ Auth. 

8. At that time, éc.] ‘Then when 
ye know (sic in Bagst.) not,’ Awth.; 
‘thanne ye unknowynge, Wicl. ; 
‘when ye knewe not,’ Z'ynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen., Bish. ; ‘but then truely 
not knowynge,’ Cov. (Test.) ; then in 
deede not knowing,’ Rhem. The 
change in the transl. of 767e is to pre- 
vent ‘then’ being mistaken for the 
inferential particle. Were in 
bondage] ‘ Ye did service,’ Auth. 

Not gods] *‘ No gods,’ Auth. 

9. Now that ye have come to know] 
‘Now, after that ye have known,’ 
Auth. Have been known] 
‘Are known,’ Auth. and the other 
Vv. except Gen., ‘are taught.’ 

By God] ‘Of God,’ Auth., and all 
the other Vv. How is 
it that] So Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen. : 
‘how,’ Auth, Wecel., Cov. (Test.), 
Bish., Rhem. Ye turn back] So 
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to the weak and beggarly rudiments, whereunto ye desire 
to be again anew in bondage. " Ye are carefully observing 
days, and months, and seasons, and years. “I am appre- 
hensive of you, lest haply I have bestowed upon you labour 
In vain. 

" Brethren, I beseech you, become as I am, for I also 
have become as ye are. Ye injured me in nothing: ™ yea 
ye know that it was on account of weakness of my flesh that 
I preached the gospel unto you the first time; “ and your 
temptation in my flesh ye despised not, nor loathed, but re- 
ceived me as an angel of God, yea as Christ Jesus. * Of 
what nature then was the boasting of your blessedness? for 
I bear you record, that, if t¢ had been possible, ye would have 
plucked out your eyes, and have given them to me. “So 


Cov.: ‘turn ye,’ Auth. and the other 
Vv. except Gen., ‘are tourned back- 
warde unto.’ Rudiments] So 
Bish. : ‘elements,’ Auth., Wicl., Rhem. ; 
‘cerimonies,’ Tynd., Gen. ; ‘tradi- 
cions,’ Coverd. (both) ; ‘ ordinaunces,’ 
Cran. Again anew] Similarly 
Tynd., Cov., Cran., Bish., ‘againe 
afresshe ;’ ‘again,’ Auth., and sim. 

Cov. (Test.), Rhem. ; ‘as from the be- 
gynnyng ye wil be in bondage back- 
wardly,’ Gen. 

. 10. Carefully observing] ‘Observe,’ 
Auth, and the other Vv. except Wicl., 
‘taken kepe to.’ Seasons | 
‘Times,’ Awth. and all the other Vv. 

11, Am apprehensive] ‘Am afraid,’ 
Auth.; ‘I drede,’ Wiel.; ‘am in feare 
of,’ Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish. ; 
‘feare me,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘fear,’ Rhem. 

12. Become as, &c.] ‘Be as I am; 
for I am as ye are: ye have not in- 
jured me at all,’ Awth., Bish.; ‘ye 
have not hurte me at all,’ T'ynd., Cov., 
Cram., Gen. 

13. Yea ye know, &c.| ‘Ye know 
how through infirmity,’ &c.’ Auth. and 
the other Vv. except Wicl., Rhem., 
‘bi infirmyte ;’ Cov., ‘in weakness.’ 
The slight changes made by substitut- 
ing the simpler word ‘weakness,’ for 


‘infirmity,’ and ‘my’ for ‘the,’ seem 
to make the reference of the Apostle 
to some bodily affliction or illness 
slightly more apparent. The 
Jirst time) ‘At the first,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Wicl., ‘ now bifor ;’ 
Cov. (Test.), ‘a whyle ago:’ this trans- 
lation leaves the meaning ambiguous ; 
see notes. 

14. Your] **My,’ Auth.; see 
notes. In my flesh] So Wicl., 
Cov. (Test.), Rhem.; ‘which was,’ 
Auth., Cran., Gen., Bish., and sim. 
Tynd. Loathed] ‘ Rejected,’ 
Auth., Rhem.; ‘forsaken,’ Wicl.; ‘ab- 
horred,’ Tynd., Cran., Gen., Bish. 
Yea] So Tynd., Cov. (Test.), Gen. : 
‘even,’ Auth., Cov., Cran., Bish.; 
Wicl., Rhem. omit. 

15. Of what nature, é&c.] ‘Where* 
is then the blessedness ye spake of,’ 
Auth.; ‘your blessynge,’ Wiclif; 
‘how happy were ye then,’ Jynd., 
Cov. ; ‘ your happynesse,’ Cov. (Test.) ; 
‘ your felicitie,’ Cran., Bish.; ‘boast- 
ing of your fel.,’ Gen. ; ‘ your blessed- 
ness,’ Rhem. Your] So Wicl., 
Cov. (Test.), Rhem.: ‘your own,’ 
Auth. and the remaining Vv. 

16. So then] ‘Am. I therefore,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except. Wicl., 
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then, am I become your enemy, by speaking to you the 
truth ? 

They pay you court, in no honest way; yea, they de- 
sire to exclude you, that ye may pay THEM court. ™ But i¢ 
ts good to be courted in honesty aT ALL TIMES, and not only 
when I am present with you. .. ® My little children, of whom 
I am again in travail, until Christ be formed in you, * I 
could indeed wish to be present with you now, and to change 
my tone, for I am perplexed about you. 

* Tell me ye that desire to be under the law, do ye not 
hear the law? ~® For it is written, that Abraham had two 
sons ; one by the bond-maid, and one by the freewoman. 
* Howbeit he who was of the bond-maid was born after 
the flesh; but he of the free-maid was through the pro- 


mise. 


are two covenants,—the one 


Rhem., ‘thanne.’ By speaking] 
‘Because I tell,’ Awth. and the other 
Vv. except Wicl., ‘seiynge ;’ Cov. 
(Test.), Rhem., ‘telling.’ 

17. Pay you court, &c.] ‘ Zeal- 
ously affect you, but not well,’ Auth. ; 
‘gelous over you amysse,’ Tynd. and 
other Vv. except Wicl., ‘louen you 
not well;’ Ahem., ‘emulate.’ Desire 
to] ‘Would, ’Auth., Wacl., Cov., Rhem. ; 
‘intende to,’ Tynd., Cran., Gen., 
Bish.; ‘wyll,’ Cov. (Test.). 

May pay them court] ‘Might affect 
them,’ A uth. 

18, To be courted, d&c.] ‘To be 
zealously affected always in a good 
thing,’ Auth. ; ‘to be fervent,’ Tynd., 
Cov., Cran.; ‘to love earnestly,’ 
Gen. ; ‘to be zelous,’ Bish. 

19. Am again] ‘Travail in birth 
again,’ Auth. 

20. I could indeed wish] ‘I desire,’ 
Auth.; ‘but I desire,’ Bish.; ‘I wolde 
I were,’ Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., and 
similarly the remaining Vv. 

Tone] ‘ Voice,’ Auth. and all the other 
Vv. Am perplexed, d&c.] ‘I 
stand in doubt of you,’ Auth. and 


* All which things are allegorical; for these women 


from Mount Sinai, bearing 


similarly Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., 
Bish.; ‘am ashamed of you,’ Cov. 
(Test.); ‘am confoundid,’ Wiclif, 
Rhem. 

22. One—and one] So Wicel., Rhem.: 
‘the one—the other,’ Auth. and the 
remaining Vv. except Cov. (Test.), ‘the 
one—and one.’ The bond-maid 
....the free-woman] Sim. Rhem.: ‘A 
bondmaid...a freewoman,’ Auth., and 
sim. the remaining Vv. 

23. Howbeit] ‘But,’ Auth., Wiel., 
Cov. (Test.), Rhem.; ‘yee and,’ Tynd., 
Cran., Gen.; Cov. omits. Bond- 
matd] ‘Bondwoman,’ Auth. 

Through] ‘By,’ Auth., and sim. re- 
maining Vv. except Cov. (Test.), ‘after.’ 

24. <All which, &c.] ‘Which things 
are an allegory,’ Auth.; ‘ben seide 
bi anothir understondinge,’ Wicl.; 
‘betoken mystery,’ Tynd.; ‘betoken 
somewhat,’ Cov.; ‘are spoken by an 
all.,’ Cran., and sim. Cov, (Test.), 
Rhem.; ‘by the which thinges another 
thing is ment,’ Gen., Bish. Two| 
**The two,’ Auth. These women] 
So Tynd., Cov.; ‘these,’ Auth. and 

the remaining Vv. except Gen., ‘these 


M 
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children unto bondage; and this is Agar. *™ For the word 
Agar signifieth in Arabia Mount Sinai ;—and she ranketh 
with Jerusalem which now is, for she is in bondage with her 
children. ™ But Jerusalem which is above is free, AND SHE 
is our mother, ™” For it is written, Rejoice, ‘how barren that 
bearest not ; break forth and cry, thou that travailest not : 
for many children hath the desolate one more than she which 
hath an husband. * But ye, brethren, as Isaac was, are chil- 
dren of promise. ™ Still as then, he that was born after the 
flesh persecuted him that was born after the Spirit, even so 
itis now. ™ Nevertheless what saith the scripture? Cast 
out the bond-maid and her son: for the son of the bond- 
maid shall in no wise BE HEIR with the son of the free- 


woman. 


3! Wherefore, brethren, we are not children of a 
bond-maid, but of the free-woman. 


Cuap. V. Stand 


fast then in the liberty for which Christ made us free, and be 
not held fast again in a yoke of bondage. 


mothers.’ Bearing children, &c.] 
‘Which gendereth to,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Wicl., Rhem., ‘gen- 
drynge ;’ Cov. (Test.), ‘ engendrynge.’ 
And this] ‘Which,’ Auth. 

25. Theword, &c.] ‘This Agar is 
Mount Sinai in Arabia,’ Auth., Bish. 
(‘the mount’); ‘for mounteS. is called 
A.in Arab.,’ Tynd.; ‘for Agar is called 
in Arabia the Mount Sin.,’ Cov.; ‘for 
Sin. is a Mountaine in Ar.,’Gen., Cov. 
(Test.), Rhem. Ranketh with] 
‘Answereth to,’ Auth., Gen.; ‘is joyned 
to it,’ Wicl., Cov. (Test.); ‘bordereth 
upon,’ 7'ynd., Cran., Bish. (see notes) ; 
‘reacheth unto,’ Cov. ; ‘hath affinitie to,’ 
Rhem. For she] *‘And she,’ Auth. 

26. And she, &c.] ‘Which is the 
mother of us all,’ Auth. 

27. For many more, é&c.) Sim. 
Rhem. : ‘for the desolate hath many 
more children than she which hath,’ 
Auth, An husband] So Auth. and 
all the other Vv. Idiom seems to 
require this less accurate translation. 

28. But ye] ‘Now * we,’ Auth. 
Children} So Tynd., Genev.: ‘the 


children,’ Auth. and the remaining 
Vv. except Wicl., ‘sones.’ 

2g. Still] ‘But,’ Auth. and all the 
other Vv. 

30. Bond-maid (bis)] ‘Bondwo- 
man,’ Auth, Shall in no wise] 
So Bish. (ed. 2): ‘shall not,’ Auth. 
and all the other Vv. This seems one 
of the cases in which we may press the 
translation of oJ ph; see notes on 
1 Thess. iv. 15. 

31. Wherefore] * ‘So then,’ Auth. 
A bond-maid] ‘The bondwoman,’ 
Auth. and all the other Vv. Free- 
woman] ‘ Free,’ Auth, 


Cuaprer V. 1. Then] ‘ Therefore,’ 
Auth, and theother Vv. except Wicl., 
Rhem., which omit. For which] 
‘Wherewith,’ Auth., Tynd., Cran., 
Bish,: Wiel., Gen., follow different 
readings, Made us| ‘Hath made,’ 
Auth. fleld fast, &c.] ‘ Entangled 
again witha,’ Auth. ; ‘wrappenot your- 
selves in the,’ Tynd., Cran., and sim. 
Cov., Gen.; ‘be not holden with (in 
the,’ Wicl.), Cov. (Test.), Rhem. 
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* Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, 
CHRIST will profit you nothing. * Yea I testify again to 
every man who has himself circumcised, that he is a debtor 
to do the wHoe law. ‘Ye have been done away with from 
Christ, whosoever of you are being justified in the law; ye 
are fallen away from grace. °For we, by the Spirit, are 
tarrying for the hope of righteousness from faith. ° For in 
Jesus Christ neither circumcision availeth any thing, nor un- 


circumcision, but faith working through love. 
’ Ye were running well; who did hinder you that ye 


2. Will] ‘Shall,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Coverd. (present) ; 
simple predication of result: ‘in 
primis personis shall simpliciter pre- 
dicentis est, will quasi promittentis 
aut minantis; in secundis et tertiis 
personis shall promittentis est aut 
minantis, will simpliciter predicen- 
tis,’ Wallis, Gr. Angl. p. 106. 

3. Yea] ‘For,’ Auth., Gen., Bish. ; 
‘and,’ Wiel., Cov. (Test.), Rhem. ; 
Tynd., Cov., Cran. omit. Who 
has himself, &c.| ‘ Thatis circumcised,’ 
Auth., and similarly Zynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen., Bish. ; ‘circumcidith 
hym silf,’ Wicl.; sim. Cov. (Test.), 
Rhem. 

4. Ye have, &c.] ‘Christ is become 
of no effect unto you,’ Auth.; ‘and 
ye ben voidid aweie fro,’ Wicltf; ‘are 
gone quyte from,’ Tynd., Cov., Gen.; 
‘Christ is become but in veyne unto 
you,’ Cran., Bish.; ‘are evacuated 
from,’ Rhem. Here idiom seems to 
require the English pe:fect: the pure 
aoristic translation, ‘ye were done 
away with from Christ,’ stands in too 
marked a contrast with the following 
present, and to the English reader too 
completely transfers the action to what 
is purely past: see notes on 1 Thess. 
ii. 16 (T'ranal.). Are being 
justified] ‘Are justified,’ Auth. and 
the other Vv. except Cov., ‘wyll be 
made ryghteous;’ Cov. (Test.), ‘are 
made ryghteous.’ In the} 


So Wicl., Rhem.: 
and the remaining Vv. 
away] ‘Fallen,’ Auth. 

5. By the Spirit, d&c.] ‘Through 
the Spirit wait for the hope of right. 
by faith,’ Auth., Bish. ; ‘we loke for 
and hope in the sprite to be justified 
thorow,’ Tynd., Cran. ; ‘in the sprite 
of hope to be made ryghtuous by faith,’ 
Cov. ; ‘in sprite by faythe we wayte 
for, Cov. (Test.) ; ‘we wayt for (by 
the Spirit through faith) the hope of,’ 
Gen. Are tarrying for] 
‘Wait for,’ Auth., Cov. (Test.), Gen., 
Bish.; ‘abiden,’ Wicl.; ‘loke for,’ 
Tynd., Cran. ; ‘wayte,’ Cov.; ‘ ex- 
pect,’ Rhem, 

6. Working] ‘Which worketh,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except Wicl., 
Rhem., ‘that worchith ;’ Cov., ‘which 
by loue is mighty.’ The practice of 
inserting the relative before the anar- 
throus participle, even when idiom 
can scarcely be urged in its favour, 
ig an inaccuracy that is not uncom- 
monly found in the older Vv. Per- 
haps even in Eph. ii. 1, Col. ii. 13, 
it might seem better to adopt the con- 
cessive translation, ‘though, &c.’: 
see, however, notes in locc. (Transl.). 
Through] ‘ By,’ Auth. and all the other 
Vv. 

7. Were running] ‘Did run,’ Auth., 
Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish. ; 
‘runnen,’ Wicl. ; ‘ranne,’ Cov. (both), 
Rhem. 


‘in the,’ Awth. 
Fallen 
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should not obey the truth? * The persuasion cometh not of 
Him that calleth you. ° A little leaven leaveneth the whole 
lump. "I, for my part, have confidence in you in the Lord, 
that ye will be none otherwise minded ; but he that troubleth 
you shall bear his judgment, whosoever he be. ™ But I, 
brethren, if I still preach circumcision, why do I still suffer 
persecution ? then is the offence of the cross done away with. 
* TI would that they who are unsettling you would even cut 
themselves off from you. 

’* For ye were called unto liberty, brethren; only use 
not your liberty for an occasion to the flesh, but by your 
love serve one another. ™“ For the whole law is fulfilled in 
one saying, even in this, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as 
thyself. ™ But if ye bite and devour one another, take heed 


that ye be not consumed one of another. 
'* Now I say, Walk by the Spirit and ye shall inno wise 


8. The] Cran., Rhem.; ‘this,’ 
Wicl., Auth., Cov. (Test.), Gen. ; 
‘that,’ Tynd. ; ‘such,’ Cov. That 


calleth] So rightly Auth. : not ‘called,’ 
Tynd., Gen., or ‘is calling,’ as the 
iterative force involved in the English 
present more nearly approaches to the 
idiomatic use of the participle than 
either the past tense or the resolved 
present ; comp. notes on Phil. iii. 14, 
(Transl.), and Latham, Engl. Lang. 
§ 578 (ed. 3). 

10. I for my part] ‘I, Auth. 
and all the other Vv. In] So 
the other Vv. except Auth., Gen., 
‘through the.’ 

tr. But I] So Cov. (Test.): ‘and 
I,’ Auth. Still (bis)] ‘ Yet,’ 
Auth. Done away with] ‘ Ceased,’ 
Auth, and the other Vv. except Wicl., 
‘voidid ;> Rhem., ‘ evacuated.’ 

12. Are vwumsettling] ‘ Trouble,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except Wecl., 
‘disturblen ;’ Gen., ‘do disquiet.’ 
Would even, &c.] ‘I would they were 
even cut off which trouble you,’ Auth., 
and similarly Rhem. ; ‘kutte aweie,’ 
Wicel., Cov. (Test.); ‘ were seperated,’ 


Tynd., Cran.; ‘were roted out,’ Cov. ; 
‘were cut off from you,’ Gen. 

13. For ye, &c.] ‘For brethren ye 
have been,’ &c., Auth., and sim. all 
the other Vv. as to the forward posi- 
tion of ‘brethren.’ The aor. éxA}Onre 
is translated by different auxiliaries, 
‘ye are,’ Wicl., Cov. (both), Rhem. ; 
‘were,’ Tynd., Cran. ; ‘ have been,’ 
Gen., Bish., Auth. Your 
liberty] So Tynd., Cov. (both), Cran., 
Gen.: ‘liberty,’ Auth., Bish.; ‘ fre- 
dom,’ Wiel. ; ‘this liberty,’ Rhem. 
Your love] ‘Love,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Wicl., Rhem., cha- 
rite ; Cov., ‘the loue.’ 

14. The whole] ‘All the,’ Auth. 
and the other Vv. except Wiel., 
‘everi lawe.’ Saying] ‘ Word,’ 
Auth. and all the other Vv. 

16. Now I say] ‘ThisI say then,’ 
Auth.; ‘I saye,’ Tynd., Cov., Cran. ; 
‘then (‘and,’ Wicl.) I say,’ Gen., 
Bish. By] ‘Inthe,’ Auth. 
and the other Vv. except Wicl., Cov. 
(Test.), which omit the article. 

Shall in no wise] ‘Shall not,’ Auth., 
Cov. (Test.), Gen., Bish. ; ‘ ye schalen 


GALATIANS V. 16—24, 165 


fulfil the lust of the flesh. ™ For the flesh lusteth against 
the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh: for these are op- 
posed the one to the other, that ye may not do the things ye 
may wish. ™ But, if ye be led by the Spirit, ye are not under 
the law. ™ Now the works of the flesh are manifest, of 
which kind are,—fornication, uncleanness, wantonness, ” idol- 
atry, sorcery, hatreds, strife, jealousy, deeds of wrath, cabal- 
lings, dissensions, factions, * envyings, murders, drunkenness, 
revellings, and such like: of the which I tell you before- 
hand, as I also told you beforehand, that they which do all 
such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God. ™ But 
the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, longsuffering, bene- 
volence, goodness, trustfulness, ** meekness, temperance : 


against all such things there is no law. 


not parfourme,’ Wiel. ; ‘and fulfill 
not’ (imper.), Zynd., Cran. ; ‘so shall 
ye not fulfyll, Cov. ; ‘shal not accom- 
plish,’ Rhem. 

17. Are opposed] ‘Are contrary,’ 
Auth, and all Vv. except Wicl., Rhem., 
‘ben adversaries togidre.’ 

That ye may not] Comp. Wicl.: ‘80 
that ye cannotdo, &c.,’ Auth. and the 
remaining Vv. except Cov. (Test.), 
‘that the thynges that ye will, ye do 
not the same; Ahem., ‘that not 
what things soever you wil, these 
you doe.’ For) * ‘And,’ Auth. 

Ye may wish] ‘The things that ye 
would,’ Auth., Gen. (‘the same’); 
‘that ye wyllen,’ Wiel.; ‘ that which 
ye wolde,’ Tynd., Cov. ; ‘the thynges 
that ye wyll,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘ whatso- 
ever ye wolde,’ Cran.; ‘what ye 
wolde, Bish. ; ‘ what soever you will,’ 
Rhem. 

18. By] So Wicl., Cov. (Test.), 
Rhem.: ‘of,’ Auth. and the remaining 
Vv. 

19. Of which kind are] ‘Which are 
these,’ Auth. and the other Vv. except 
Wicel., and Cov. (Test.), ‘which are.’ 
Fornication] *‘Adultery, fornication,’ 
Auth. Wantonness] ‘ Lasci- 
viousness,’ Auth. and the other Vv. 


** Now they that 


except Wicl., Cov. (Test.), Rhem., 
‘leecherie.’ 

20. Sorcery, c&c.] ‘ Witchcraft, 
hatred, *variance, *emulations, wrath, 
strife, seditions, heresies,’ Auth., Gen. ; 
‘ witchecraft ...... variance, zele...... 
sectes,’ Zynd., Cran., Bish. 

21. Tell you beforehand] ‘Tell you 
before,’ Auth. and the other Vv. (Cov. 
Test., ‘afore’) except Wicl., ‘seie;’ 
‘foretell you,’ Rhem. Told you 
beforehand] ‘Have also told you in 
time past,’ Auth.; ‘haue told you to 
for,’ Wicl.; ‘haue tolde you in tyme 
past,’ Zynd., Cov., Cran.; ‘haue tolde 
you,’ Gen., Bish.; ‘haue foretold you,’ 
Rhem. All such things] ‘Such 
things,’ Auth. and the other Vv. ex- 
cept Cov. (both), ‘such.’ 

22. Benevolence] ‘Gentleness,’ 
Auth., Tynd., Cov. Cran., Gen., 
Bish.; ‘benyngnite,’ Wicl., Rhem. 
Trustfulness} ‘ Faith,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Tynd., Cov., Cran., 
‘faithfulness.’ 

23. All such things] ‘Such,’ Auth. 
and the other Vv. except Wicl., ‘suche 
thingis.’ 

24. Now they] ‘And they,’ Awth., 
Wicel., Rhem.; ‘ but,’ Cov. (both); ‘for,’ 
Gen.; ‘they truly,’ Bish.: Tynd., and 
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are Christ’s have crucified the flesh with the affections and 
lusts. ™ If we tive by the Spirit, let us also walk by the 
Spirit. ™ Let us not become vainglorious, provoking one 
another, envying one another. 


Cuarter VI. 


BretureEN, if a man should be even surprised in a fault, ye 
which are spiritual restore such an one in the spirit of 
meekness ; considering thyself, lest thou also be tempted. 
* Bear ye one another’s burdens, and thus shall ye fulfil the 
law of Christ. * For if a man think himself to be some- 
thing, when he is nothing, he deceiveth his own mind. ‘ But 
let each man prove his own work, and then shall he have 
his ground of boasting only in what concerneth himself, and 


not in what concerneth the other. 


bear his own load. 


>For each man must 


* But let him that is taught in the word share with him 


that teacheth in all good things. 


Cran. omit. Have crucified] 
So Auth, and all the other Vv. Here 
again it seems desirable to preserve 
the perfect in translation, as the Eng- 
lish aor. tends to refer the crucifixion 
too exclusively to the past ; see notes 
on ver. 4. 

25. By the...by the] So Wiel. (‘bi 
Spirit’): Auth. and the remaining Vv. 
‘in the...in the.’ 

26. Become] So Cov. Test.): ‘be,’ 
Auth., Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., 
Bish.; ‘be made,’ Wicl., Rhem. 
Vainglortous] So Tynd., Cov.: ‘de- 
sirous of vain glory,’ Auth. and the 
remaining Vv. except Wrel., ‘ couei- 
tous of veyne glory.’ 


CHaPteR VI. 1. Should be even 
surprised] ‘ Be overtaken,’ Auth., Cov. 
(both); ‘be occupied,’ Wiel. ; ‘be fallen 
by chance,’ Tynd.; ‘be taken,’ Cran.; 
‘by occasion,’ Gen., Bish.; ‘be pre- 
occupated,’ Rhem, 


7 Be not deceived ;x God is 


2. Thus shall ye, dc.| *‘So fulfil,’ 
Auth., Tynd., Cran., Gen. 

3. Deceiveth his own mind] So 
Cran.: ‘deceiveth himself,’ Auth., Cov. 
(both); ‘ bigilith hym silf,’ ‘ Wicl. ; 
‘deceaveth hym silfe in his ymagina- 
cion,’ Z'ynd., Gen.; ‘in his own fansie,’ 
Bish.; ‘seduceth himself,’ Rhem. 

4. Each] So Wicel.: ‘every,’ Auth. 
and the remaining Vv. His 
ground of boasting, &c.] ‘ Rejoicing 
in himself alone and not in ano- 
ther,’ Auth., and similarly Tynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘haue glorie,’ 
Wiel.; ‘so shall he rejoice only in 
himself,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘have the glorie,’ 
Rhem. 

5. Each] So Wicl.; ‘every,’ Auth. 
and all the remaining Vv. Must 
bear] ‘Shall bear,’ Auth. and all the 
other Vv. Load] ‘ Burden, 
Auth. and the other Vv. except Wicl., 
‘ charge.’ 


6. But let him] So Cov. (both): 


GALATIANS VI. 7—13. 167 
not mocked: for whatsoever a man sowcth, that shall he also 
reap. ° For he that soweth unto his own flesh shall of the 
flesh reap corruption ; but he that soweth unto the Spirit 
shall of the Spirit reap eternal life. * But let us not lose 
heart in well-doing ; for in due season we shall reap, if now 
we faint not. ™ Accordingly then, as we have opportunity, 
let us do what is good unto all men, but especially unto 
them who are of the household of faith. 

" See in what large letters 1 have written unto you with 
mine own hand. ™ As many as desire to make a fair show 
in the flesh, THEY constrain you to be circumcised ; only that 
they should not suffer persecution for the cross of Christ. 
* For not even do they, who are being circumcised, them- 
selves keep the law; but they desire to have you circum- 


‘let him,’ Auth. and the remaining 
Vv. except Rhem., ‘and let him.’ 

8. Unto his own flesh] ‘To his 
flesh,’ Awth., Gen. ; ‘in his fleisch,’ 
Wicl., Tynd., Coverd, (Test.), Cran., 
Rhem.; ‘upon the fleshe,’ Cov. 

Unto the Sp.] ‘ To the Spirit,’ Auth. 
Eternal life] ‘ Life everlasting,’ Auth. 
and the other Vv. except Wicl., Cov. 
(Test.), which preserve the more cor- 
rect order ‘everlasting life.’ It is 
not desirable to invert the order in 
English except when the adjective in 
the original occupies the emphatic, 2. e. 
the first place; comp. Winer, Gr. § 
59, 2, p. 464. On the translation of 
alwveos, comp. notes on 2 Thess. i. 9 
(Transl.). 

g. But] ‘And,’ Auth., Wiel., Cov. 
(Test.); the rest omit 5¢ in translation. 
Let us not lose heart] ‘ Let us not *be 
weary, Auth. and sim. T'ynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘faile,’ Wicel., 
Rhem.; ‘faynte,’ Cov. (Test.) If 
now] ‘If,’ Auth., Gen., Bish.; ‘not 
failynge,’ Wicl., Rhem.; ‘ without 
werynes, TJynd., Cran.; ‘without 
ceassynge,’ Cov. ; ‘not ceassynge,’ Cov. 
(Test.). 

10. Accordingly then, dc.] ‘As 
we have therefore,’ Auth.; ‘therefor 


while,’ Wicl., and similarly the remain- 
ing Vv. What is good] ‘ Good,’ 
Auth. But especially] So Rhem., 
Coverd, (‘specially’), and sim. Wicl., 
‘but moost ;’ Cov. (Test.), ‘but moost 
of al:’ ‘and specially,’ Tynd., Cran., 
Gen.; Auth., Bish. alone omit 6 in 
translation. If by the fine idio- 
matic turn ‘of the household, &c.’ 
nothing more be meant than close and 
intimate union, it may be advantage- 
ously retained: see, however, notes. 

11. See] So Wiel. (‘se ye’), Rhem.: 
‘ye see,’ Auth., Cran., Gen., Bish.; 
‘beholde,’ Zynd., Cov. (both). In 
what, éc.] ‘How largea letter,’ Auth., 
Tynd., Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘ with how 
many words,’ Cov.; ‘with what man- 
ner of letters,’ Rkem., and sim. Wicl.; 
‘with what letters,’ Cov. (Test.). 

12. That they, dc.] ‘ Lest they 
should,’ Auth., Cov. (both), Cran.; 
‘that thei suffre,’ Wicl.; because they 
wolde not,’ Tynd., Gen.; ‘that they 
may not,’ Rhem. 

13. Not even, d&c.] ‘ Neither they 
themselves who are circumcised,’ 
Auth. and all the other Vv. 

‘The circumcision- party,’ is far from 
an improbable translation ; see notes. 
They desire] ‘ Desire,’ Auth. 
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cised, that they may glory in your flesh. ™ But far be it 
from ME to glory, save in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
by whom the world is crucified unto me, and I unto the 
world. ™ For neither doth circumcision avail any thing, 
nor uncircumcision, but a new creature. ™ And as many as 
walk according to this rule, peace de upon them, and mercy, 


and upon the Israel of God. 


7 Henceforth let 


no man trouble me: for ~ bear in my body the marks of 


Jesus. 


'®'The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with your 


spirit, brethren. Amen. 


14. Far be it] So Wiel., Cov., 


(Test.): ‘God forbid that I should | 


glory,’ Auth. and the remaining Vv. 
To glory] ‘That I shouldglory,’ Auth., 
Bish., Rhem. ; ‘to haue glorie,’ Wecl. ; 
‘that I shuld rejoyce,’ Tynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen.; ‘to rejoyce,’ Cov. (Test.). 

15. For neither, &c.} ‘For * in 
Christ Jesus neither circumcision 
availeth,’ Auth. 

16. Upon] So Cov., Rhem.: ‘on, 


THE 


' Auth. and the remaining Vv. except 


Cov. (Test.), ‘ unto them ;’ Gen., ‘shal 
be to them.’ 

17. Henceforth] ‘From _hence- 
forth,’ Auth. and the other Vv. ex- 
cept Wicl., ‘and here aftir.’ 

Cf Jesus] ‘ Of the *Lord Jesus,’ Auth. 

18. The grace] ‘Brethren, the 
grace,’ Auth. and the other Vv. ex- 
cept Wicl., Cov. (Test.), Rhem., which 
adhere to the order in the original. 


END. 
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VENTRY PaTuorE. One Volume. 

TheSaint’s Tragedy. ByC. KINGSLEY, 
Rector of Eve 

Justin Martyr, and other Poems. By 
R.C. Trexcu. 6s, 
Poems from Eastern Sources: Geno- 
veva and other Poems. By the same. 5s.6d. 
Elegiac Poems. By the same. 2s. 6d. 
The Poems of Goethe. Translated 
by Enaar A. Bownine. 7s. 6d. 

Schiller’s Poems, Com mplete. Trans- 
lated by Epaaz ALFRED Bowrina. 66. 

Calderon’s Life’s a Dream: the 
Great Theatre of the Wor With an 
Essay by R. C. Terence. 

Aladdin; or, the Wonderful Lamp. 
A Dramatic Poem, by ORHLENSCHLAEGER. 
Translated by TaxzoporE MaRrin. 6&8. 


Hanworth. Originally published in 
Fraser's Magazin 
Maiden Sisters. By the Author of 


Dorothy 

The Two Mottoes. By the Author 
of Summerleigh Manor. 

For and A Against ; or, Queen Mar- 
garet’s Ry cheaat M. WiL- 
BRAHAM, he p. Svo. 10s, 6d. 

Likes and Dislikes; or, Passages in 
the Life of Emily Marsden. 6s, 

Hassan; an Egyptian Tale. By the 
Hon.C. "A. Murray, C.B, Two Vols. is. 

What Pht Will 


Uncle Ralph; al Tale. By the Author 


of Doroth 

The Inte Lire ‘a Tale of the War. 
ByG.J.Wuyts Msivicis. 10s. 6d. 

Dauntless. the Author of ‘ Re- 


re 
von of a Commonplace Man.’ Two 


8s, 
Gay! Livingstone; or, Thorough. 9s. 
Dynevor Terrace. By the Author of 
ie of Redolyffe 3 also Two Vols., 


Still Waters. By the Author of 
Dorothy. Two Volumes. 9s. 

The Daisy Chain. By t the Author of 
The Heir of Re i 

The Lances of Lynwood. By the 
same Author. $s. 

Kate Coventry, an Sy ary ed 
By the Author of Digby 

Digby Grand. By Major Wuyrte 

BLVILLE. 68. 
General Bounce. By Major WayrtTe 


Mzxvitts. Two Volumes. 16s. 


fe Co- 


; an Irregular Ro- 
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The Myrtle and the Heather. By 
the Author of Green. eo Volumes. 9s. 

Heir of Redclyffe. 

Heartsease. the abhor of The 
Heir of’ Redciyffe. 


Gwen; or, the Gonsins, By A.M. 
Goopzrcn. Two Volumes 


The Wed Guests. By Mary 
Wedding Guests. ite 


Lis ht and Shad the Y 
Erte. By Anna 1 Bray éa. ei 


Friends and Fortune. By Anna H. 
Drvuny. 66. 
The Inn by the Sea-Side. By Anna 


H. Devry. An Allegory. 2s. 


Yeast: a Problem. By C. Kines.ey, 
Rector of Eversley. 5s. 0 
ne 


Hypatia. By C. Krxesey. 


Compensation. A Story of Real Life 
laa A Years Ago. Two Volumes. 9s. 
y. ATale. 4s. 6d. 


De Cressy. A Tale. By the Author 
of ‘Dorothy.’ 4s, 6d 


The Upper Ten Thousand : Sketches 
of American Society. By ANuw YorxzEx. 5s, 


Becker’s Gallus; or, Roman Scenes 


of the oo of Augustus, with Notes and 
Excursus. 


Becker’s Chavieles: or, Illustrations 
fh a Private Life of the ‘Ancient Greeks. 


The Youth and Womanhood of Helen 
io By the Author of Brampton Rec- 


Brampton Re Rectory; or, the Lesson 
Compton M Marivale: By. the Author 
ram Rectory. 8s. 6d 
TheC Cardinal Virtces. By Harnrerre 
CaMrBELL. Two Volumes. 7s. 


The Merchant and the Friar. By 
Sir F. Panerave. 3s. 

The Little Duke. wat the Author 
of Heartsease, 18. 6d 

New Friends: a Tale for Children. 
By the Author of Julian and his Playfel- 
lows. 28. 6d. 

TheCrusaders. ByT. Kz1cuttey. 7s. 


The Lord and the Vassal; a Familiar 
Exposition of the Feudal System. 


Labaume’s History o Napoleon’ S 


Invasion of Russia. 
Historical Sketch of the British 
Family History of Eagland. “By th 
c@) 
sania Three oy oe ines 





Familiar History of Birds. By 
Bishop Stanxizy. 3s. 6d 
Domesticated Animals. By Manx 


Wild cine: "By the same. 2s. 6d. 

Young Officer’s Companion. By 
Lorp Dz Ros. 65, 

cpu Physiology. By P. B. Lorn, 


Amusements i in Chess. By C. Tom- 
LINSON, ° 

Musical Histc Biography, and 
Criticism, By G “Guten Ho auine, Two 
Volumes. 10s. 6d. 

Woman’s Mission. Gilt edges. 2s. 6d. 


qoman. 8 s Rights and Duties. Two 


Intellectual Education, and its In- 
fluence on the Character and ess of 
Women. By Emity Suieezrys, one of the 
rote of ‘Thoughts on Self-Culture.’ 
10s. 


Translated by G. V. Cox, M.A. 


Ullmann’s Gregory of Nazianzum. 
A Contribution to the Ecclesiastical His- 
tory of the Fourth Century. 6s. 

Neander’s J ulian the Apostate and 


his Generation. 


Dahlmann’s Life Ort Herodotus. 5s. 


Student’s Manual of Ancient His- 
y W. Cooxs Tay tor, LL.D. 6s. 
Student's Manual ¢ of Modern His- 
tory. By the same. 
History of Mohammedanism, By the 
same Author. 
History of Chistian. By the same 
Author. 68. 6d 
Hellas: the Home, History, Litera- 
ture, and Arte of the “Ancient reeks. By 
F. F. Jacozs, Translated by J. OXENFORD. 


Analysis of Grecian History. By 
Dawsow W. Turner, M.A. 
Analysis of irene History. By the 
seal Author. 
Analysis of English and of French 
ry Pie same. 2s. 


Notes on Indian Affairs. By the 
Hon. J. F. SHors. Two Vols. 286. 


Claudius Ptolemy and the Nile; or, 
an In into that Geo her’s ‘merit 
and poet and the authenticity of of the 
Mountains of the Moon. . D. 


Cootzy. Witha Map. 4s. 
The. Holy | City. By G. Wo1iaMs, 
ustrations and a een 

aia Plea of Jerusalem. Two Vols. £2 58 
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History of the Holy Sepulchre. By 
Prorgsson WIL.Is. With Illustrations. 9s. 

Plan of Jerusalem, from the Ord- 
nance Survey. With a Memoir. Reprinted 
from Williams’s Holy City. 9s. 

Three Weeks in Palestine and 


Lebanon. 2s. 
Notes on German Churches. By Dr. 
WHEWELL. 12s. 

View of the Art of Colonization. By 
E. Gippon WakEFIELD. Octavo. 12s. 
A Year with the Turks. By 

Warinaton W. Surytu, M.A. 83s. 
Gazpacho; or, Summer Months in 
Spain. By W. G. Crarx, M.A., Fellow of 
Trinity Coll. Camb. 5s. 
Auvergne, Piedmont, and Savoy; a 
Summer Ramble. By C. R. Wzxp. 8s. 6d. 
Transportation not Necessary. By 
oe ight Hon, C. B. Appuaizy, N.P. 
8. 


Letters from the Slave States. By 


Jams STIRLING. 98. 


Letters from the United States, 
Cuba, and Canada, By the Hon. AMELIA 


M. Muxzray. Two Volumes. 16s. 


Lectures on the Characters of our 
Lord’s Apostles, 3s. 6d. 


Scripture Revelations respecti 
good and evil Angels. By the same. 3s. 6d. 


Soripture Revelations respecting 
a Future State. By the same. 6s. 





Sermons, Preached and Published 


on several occasions. By Samuzt, Lord 
Bishop of Oxford. Octavo. 10s. 6d. 


Six Sermons preached before the 
University. By the Bishop of Oxford. 4s.6d. 


The Greek Testament. With Notes, 
Grammatical and Exegetical. By W. 
Wessrer, M.A., of King’s College, Lon- 
don, and W. FP. Witxirson, M.A., Vicar 
of 8t. Werburgh, Derby. Vol. I. containing 
the Gospels and Acts of the Apostles, 20s. 


ee ee ee eee 


Thoughts for the Holy Week. By 
the Author of Amy Herbert. 2s. 
The Catechist’s Manual; being a 


Series of Readings from St, Mark’s Gospel. 
By Bishop Hips. 


4s. 6d. 
The Three Temples of the Onc God. 
By Bisnor Hinps. 3s. 
By C. 





Sermons for the Times. 
Kinesixy, Rector of Eversley. 3s, 6d. 
Twenty-five Village Sermons. By 

©. Kinastey. 2s. 6d. 


The A: 
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Statutes relating to the Ecclesiastical 
and Eleemosynary Institutions of England, 
Wales, Ireland, India, and the Colonies; 
with Decisions. By A. J. StzeHEns, M.A., 
¥.R.8. Two Volumes, with Indices, £3 3s, 


Churchman’s Theological Dictionary. 
By EMA Se 


The Gospel Narrative according to 
the Authorized Text. With Marginal 
E roots and Notes. By J. Forsrzz, M.A. 

8. 

Historical and Explanatory Treatise 
on the Book of Common Prayer. By W. G. 
Humrury, B.D. 7s. 6d. 

Scripture Female Characters. By 


the Viscountgss Hoop. 3s. 6d. 


: By J. E. Rrppxiz, M.A. 
The Natural History of Infidelity 


and Superstition in Contrast with Christian 
Faith. Bampton Lectures. 12s. 


Manual of Christian Antiquities. 

8s. 

Churchman’s Guide to the Use of 
the English Liturgy. 3s. 6d. 


First Sundays at Church. Qs. 6d. 


Introduction to the Study of the Old 
Testament, By A. Barry, M.A., Head 
Master of Leeds Gram. School. Part I. 6s. 

Exposition of the Thirty-nine Arti- 
cles. By E. Hanoy Browns, M.A., Nor- 
risian 
16s. : : 

Examination Questions on Professor 
Browne's Exposition of the Articles. By 
J. Goruz, M.A. 3s. 6d. . 

Pearson on the Creed, revised by 
TEMPLE CHEVALLIER, B.D, 123. 

The Churchman’s Guide; an Index 
of Sermons arranged according to Subjects, 
By J. Forsrzr, M.A. 78. 

The Early Christians. By W. Prip- 

DEN, M.A. 2s. 6d. 

The Book of the Fathers, and the 
Spirit of their Writings. 9s. 6d. 


Babylon and Jerusalem: a Letter 
to Countess of Hahn-Hahn. 2s. 6d. 


History of the Church of England. 
By T. Vowrxs Snort, D.D., Lord Bishop 
of St. Asaph. 10s. 6d. : 

Burnet’s History of the Reformation, 
abridged. Edited by Dr. Conrrz, Master 
of Jesus College, Cambridge. 10s. 6d. 

History of the English Reformation. 
By F.C. Masstnapgrp, M.A. 63, 

Elizabethan Religious History. By 
H. Soames, M.A. Octavo. 16s, ; 

lo-Saxon Church; its His- 

venues, and sea Character. 
6, e 





rofessor of Divinity, Cambridge. 


to 
By H, Soamezs, M.A. 





History of the Christian Church. B 
a Burrow, Professor of Divinity, Oxford. 


8 
Outlines of Sacred History. 2s. 6d. 


Outlines of Ecclesiastical History 
before the Reformation. By the Rev. 
W. 4H. Hoarz, M.A. 2s. 6d. 


Bible Maps; with copious Index. 
By W. Hueuzs. Coloured. 5s. 


The Three Treacherous Dealers: An 
Tlustration of the Church Catechism. By 
J.W.Donaxtpson, D.D. 2s. 6d. 

Civil History of the Jews. By 
rh PY mail M.A., King’s College. 


Garrick’s Mode of Reading the 
Liturgy. With Notes, and a Discourse on 
Public Reading. By R. Cunt. 5s. 6d. 

The Four Gospels in one Narrative. 
Arranged by Two Friends. 4s, 6d. 


Dialogues on Divine Providence. 
By a Fellow of a College. 3s. 6d. 


The Book of Psalms literally ren- 
dered into English Verse, according to the 
Prayer Book Version. By Epaaz ALFRED 
Bowaina. 65s. 


Life of Mrs. Godolphin. By JOHN 
EvE.tyn. i e Bi Oxford. 
With Portrait. pid une a 

Remains of Bishop Copleston. With 
Reminiscences of his Life. By the Arch- 
gee of Dublin, With Portrait. 
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Memoir of Bishop Copleston. ByW. 
J. Copnteston, M.A. 10s. 6d. 

Life of Archbishop Sancroft. By 
Dr. D’Oxnx. Octavo. 9s. 

Memoirs of Bishop Butler. By T. 
Bartiert, M.A. 12s. 

Lives of Eminent Christians. By 


R. B. Horn, M.A., Archdeacon of Wor- 
cester. Four Volumes, 18s. 


Bishop Jeremy Taylor; His Prede- 


cessors, Contemporaries, and Successors, 
By Rev. R. A. Wintmorr. 6s, 


Lives of English Sacred Poets. By 
the same Author. Two Vols. 9s, 


Life and Services of Lord Harris. 
By re Right Hon. 8. RB. Lusuieron. 





Bacon’s Essays with the Colours of 
Good and Evil. With the References and 
Notes. By T. Marxsy, M.A. 1s. 6d. 


Bacon’s Advancement of Learning. 
Revised, with References and Notes, and 
an Index. By T. Marxsy, M.A. 2s, 
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Principles of Imitative Art. By 


Groner Burizz, M.A. 6s. 


Butler’s Sermons on Human Nature. 
With Preface by Dr. WHewsL.L. 36. 6d. 


Butler’s Sermons on Moral Sub- 


jects. With Preface by Dr. WuEWXLL. 
3s. 6d, 


By R, Cuznzvix Teawcn, D.D., Dean of 
Westminster. 
128. 


Notes on the Parables. 
Notes on the Miracles. 192s. 


Five Sermons preached before the 
University of Cambridge in 1866. 2s. 6d. 

Hulsean Lectures. 5s. 

St. Augustine’s Exposition of the 


Sermon on the Mount. With an Essay on 
en gueta tease Inbespeeter ct Schy e. 


78. © Essay separately, 3s. 6d. 


Essays by the AncuEIsHor oF DusLiw. 


On Peculiarities of the Christian 
Religion. 7s. 6d, 


On Difficulties in the Writings of 
the Apostle Paul. 8s. 
On Errors of Romanism. 7s. 6d. 


On Dangers to Christian Faith from 
the Teaching or the Conduct of its Pro- 
fessors. 7s. 6d. 


The Scripture Doctrine concerning 


the Sacraments. 2s. 6d. 


Cautions for the Times. Edited by 
the Archbishop of Dublin. 7s. 


. Edited . 
i rl 


By 8. Cuxwzvrx Trzxct, D.D., Dean of 
Westminster. 


On the Authorized Version of the 


New Testament, in connexion with some 
recent Proposals for its Revision. 65s. 


Synonyms of the New Testament. 
5s. 


English, Past and Present. 4s. 


On some Deficiencies in our English 
Dictionaries, 2s. 


On the Study of Words. 3s. 6d. 
Proverbs and their Lessons. 38. 
Sacred Latin Poetry. With Notes 


and Introduction. 7s. 
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The Destiny of the Creature; and 


other Sermons, By CO, J. Exuricorr, B.D. 


58. 

Sermons. By G. H. 8. Jounson, 
M.A., F.R.8., Dean of Wells, 58. 

The Church, its Nature and Offices. 
By 0. P. Ruronsn, D.D. 6s. 

Liber Precum Publicarum; Ordo 
Administrands Cons Domini, Catechis- 
mus, Ecclesie ney tT ie Psalterium. 
6s. 6d. cloth; 10s. 6d. calf. 

Sequentie ex Missalibus Desumpte. 
Collegit, notulasque addidit J. M. Nuauz. 


8. 

Ordo Seclorum; a Treatise on the 
Chronology of the Holy Scriptures. By 
H. Browns, M.A. 20s. 

College Lectures on Ecclesiastical 
History. By W. Barzs, B.D. 6s, 6d. 
College Lectures on Christian An- 

tiquities. By the same. 9s. 

The True Faith of a Christian; 


@ simple apposition of the Apostles’ Creed, 
By O. J. DOyny. 3s. 6d 


Choral Service of the Church. By 
J. Jess, M.A., Rector of Peterstow, 16s. 
Sermons preached before the Un- 
versity of Oxford, By Canon Oaizvrx. 5s. 


Lectures on the Prophecies. By A. 
M‘Oaurt, D.D. Octavo. 7s. B 
y 


The Messiahship of Jesus. 
Dz. M‘Caut. 7s. | . eas 

Discourses on Christian Hum‘liation 
ig City of God. By Bishop Tzxzror. 
6. a 

College Chapel Sermons. By W. 
Wurwetr, D.D. 10s, 6d. 





Annotated Edition of the English 
Poets. By Rosust Bat. 
Chaucer. Hight Volumes. 20s. 
Thomson. Two Volumes. 5s. 
Shakspeare’s Poems. 2s, 6d. 
Butler. Three Volumes. 7s. 6d. 
Dryden. Three Volumes. 7s. 6d. 


Cowper. With Selections from 
Lloyd, Ootton, Brooke, Darwin, and 
mar Three Volumes. 7s, 6d. 


wrey, Minor Contemporaneous 
Poets, and Lord Buckhurst. 2s. 6d 


Songsfromthe Dramatists. 9s.6d. 
Sir Thomas Wyatt. 2s. 6d. 
John Oldham. Qs. 6d. 

Edmund Waller. Qs. 6d. 

Ben Jonson. Qs. 6d. 

Karly Ballads. 2s. 6d. 

Greene and Marlowe, 2s. 6d. 


Ancient Poems, Ballads, and 
Songs of the Peasantry. 2s. 6d. 





Small Books on Grext Subjects. 


Philosophical Theories and Philosophical 
npr ere 8s. 6d. 

On the Connexion between Physiology and 
Intellectual Science, 9s. 6d. 

On Man’s Power over Himself to prevent or 
control Insanity. 3s. 6d. 

co he to Practical Organic Chemistry. 


8. 6d. 
Brief View of Greek Philosophy to the Age 
of Pericles. 3s. 6d. 
Greek Philosophy from Socrates to the 
Coming of Christ. 3s. 6d. 
Christian Doctrine and Practice in the 
Second Century. 3s. 6d. 
Bepoeeen of Vulgar and Common Errors, 
s. 6d. 
Introduction to Vegetable Physiology. 8s, 6d. 
On the Principles of Criminal. Taw. 3s. 6d. 
sar a Sects in the Nineteenth Century. 
3. ° 
General Principles of Grammar. 33s. 6d. 
Sketches of Geology. 3s. 6d. 
State of Man before the Promulgation of 
Christianity. Ss. 6d. 
shoughis and Opinions of a Statesman. 


. 6d. 
On the Responsibilities of Employers. 3s, 6d. 
Christian Doctrine and Practice in the Twelfth 
Century. 93s. 6d. 
The Philosophy of Ragged Schools. 3s. 6d. 
On the State of Man subsequent to the Pro- 
maulgetion of Christianity. Four Parts. 
4a. 6d. each. 


CLASSICAL TEXTS, Cargfully Revised, 


AUScHYLI EvuMENIDES. ls. 

AGSCHYLI PROMETHEUS ViXCTUS, Ils, 

Oamsar de Butxto Gatuico. I.tolIV. 1s.6d. 

Cromro de Amurocitra ot de SBNRcturE. 1s. 

Cicero de OrrFiociis. 2s. 

Crozzo pro Prianoro. Is, 

Crozro pro Mitonz, ls. 

Cronrzo pro Murzwa. Is. 

OCromrnonis Onatio Puitrprica SECUNDA. Is, 

DaMOSTHENES IN LEPTINEM. ls. 

DEMOSTHENES AGAINST APHOBUS 
Owzror. 1s. 6d. 

Evriripis Baccnz. Is. 

ExomuprtTa ex Arniano. 23s. 6d. 

Exourrta ex Luciano. 2s. 6d. 

Exomerta ex Tacit1 ANNALIBUS. 

Horatiz Satine. le. 

Horatix Carmina. Ils. 6d. 

Horatrx Ans Portioa. 6d. 

Ovrprr Fasrr. 1s. 6d. 

Pratowis Pumpo. 2s. 

Pratonis Munwexunvs. 1s. 

Pratonis Puxprvus. ls. 6d, 

Priaurr Mrrzs Quoriosvs. ls, 

Puavrt Trainumxus. ls. 

Priuranon’s Lrvzs of Soton, Prricrzs, and 

OPG@:MEN. 28. 

Sornooris Puiiocrerses, with Noter. 3s. 

a @orrvse Traanncvs, with Notes. 
sg. 6d. 

Tacyuer GueMantra. le, 

Tagirt AGRICOLA. ls. 

TungytTir ANDRIA. Is. 

TRRENTII ADELPHI. 1s. 

Viren Grora@ica. ls. 6d. 


and 


2s. 6d. 
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Notes upon Thue Books I. 
and II. By J.G. 


M.A., and 
L. Evaws, 


Platonis Philebus, with Notes by 
C. Bapuam, D.D. 5s. 

The Alcestis of Euripides; with Notes 
by Bishop Mowx. 4e. 

Miller’s Disschatiins on the Eume- 
nides of Aischylus. 6s. 6d. 

Propertius ; with English Notes 

Indices. By F. A. Pargy. 10s. 6d. 

Arundines Cami, collegit atque edi- 
dit Hzwzicus Drury, 89.A. 12s. 

Ethics of Aristotle. By Sir Arex- 
ANDER Grant, Bart., M.A., Fellow of 
Oriel Comes’, Oxford. ’ Vol. I, , containing 
Essays, 88. 6d. Vol. IL, Book I.—VI.,, 
with Notes. 12s 

Politics of Aristotle. With Notes. 
By R. Conarrvz, M.A. 16s, 

Choephoree of Zschylus. With 
Notes. ByJ. Conrmaton,M.A., Professor 
of Latin in the University of Oxford. 66. 

Agamemnon of ischylus, with 
preoeleren sna Neve. By J. Conrneron, 


Zischylus "translated into English 
Verse. With Notes, and a Life of Xechylus. 
By Professor BLacx1E. Two Volumes. 16s. 


Phedrus, Lysis, and Protago 


Terr 


HEPPARD, 


ras of 
Plato. Translated by J. Wriaut, M.A. 


4s, 6d. 
Homeric Ballads: the Text, with 
Metrical one a and Notes. * By the 
late Dr. Macinyn. 


Tacitus, with a Commentary, Life, 
Indices, and Notes. By Professor Rrrrzz. 
Four Volumes. Octavo. 28s. 

Aristophani is Comedie Vndecim, 

otis et Indice Historico, edidit 
H. A. aire A.M. Coll. Trin. Cant. 
Socius. 158. Plays separately, 1s. each. 

Anlulariaand Meneechorni of Plautus, 
with Notes by J. Hitpyazp, B.D., Fellow 
At oka Coll., Camb. 73. 6d. each. 
Sophocles, in Greek and 

otes. By Dr. Dowaxp- 


ne of So 
“hog with 


Pindar; ‘with copious Notes and 
Indices. By Dr. Donatpson. 166. | 
Speeches of Demosthenes t 
obus and Onetor. Transla with 
Notes by C. Raww Kuwwzpy, M.A. 9s. 
Greek Verses of Shrewsbury 
School. By Dr. Kzwmwxpy. 8s. 
Select Private Orations of Demo- 
aap ilaae Notes. By C. T. Puwxoss, 


Frogs of ! Aristo ophanes; with English 
Notes. By the Rev. H. P, CooxEs3zyY. 7s. 
Classical Examination Papers. of 
as fe College. By R. W. Brownz, M.A., 
Professor of Classical Literature. 68, 





Longer Exercises in Latin Prose 
Composition. By Dr. Donaupson. 66.6d. 

Manual of Latin Prose Composition. 
By the Rev. H. Museravz WILxrine, M.A., 
Fellow of Merton College, Oxford. 4. 6d. 

Manual of Greek Prose Composition. 
By the Rev. H. M. Wilkins. 

Fables of Babrius. Edited d by Sir 
G. CO. Luwis, Bart., M.P. 58. 6d 


The Gospel according to St. John. 
Newly ede with the Original Greck, 
and revised 

JOHN Bincow: D.D. 

Grorezs MosgErty, D.C.L. 

Henry Aurorp, B.D. 

Wititram G, Humpury, B.D. 

Cuarxzs J. Exuicort, B.D. Re 6d. 
By the same Revisers, 


St. Paul's bes Salas to the omnia: 9s, 
St, Fouls Hpistles to the Corin- 
thians, 


Critical and Grammatical Commen- 
tary on St. Paul’s Epistles. By C. J. 
Ex.icort, B.D. 

GatatiaNs. 78.6d. Epnxsianws. 7s, 6d, 

Tue Pastoral Eristtes 10s. 6d. 

Purirerians, CoLossians, and Pur. 
LEMON, 10s, 6d. 

THESSALONIANS. 76, 6d. 

Commentary on the Acts of the 

a5 W. G. Humenry, B.D. 
ith a Map 


Pearson on n the Acts of the Apostles 
and Annals of St. Paul. With Notes, 
by J. R. Crowvoot, B.D. 4a. 

Greek Text of the Acts of the 
Apostles; with English Notes, By H. 
Rozinsow, D.D. 8s. 


Comparative Grammar of the He- 
Lah . By Dr. Dowaxrpsorx. 

Hebrew Grammar. By Cur. Leo, 
of Cambridge. 12s. 6d. 

ebrew Dean With Gram- 


New H 
mar, Vocabulary, &c. Also Chaldee Gram- 
mar and Lexicon. By T. Jazugrt, M.A., 


Professor of Hebrew, Cambridge. 21s. 
‘Notes on the Hebrew Text of the 
Book of Genesis, by Txzoporn Presto, 
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